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ABSTRACT 
This dissertation examines the portraits of the Ottoman sultan Mahmud II (r. 
1808–1839) as part of a campaign launched by the ruler and his propagandists to support 
sweeping reform efforts in military and civil spheres. The paintings and prints at the 
center of this study – to which I refer collectively as the “portraiture campaign” – are 
bound together by their shared use of the sultan’s idealized visage, direct gaze, and 
modern military uniform. I use the campaign as an acutely focused lens through which to 
view larger questions of shifting Ottoman imperial identity, legitimation ideology, and 
the role of visual diplomacy within the dynamic politics of the early nineteenth century.  
Chapter 1 approaches the campaign through its formal continuities with the 
established conventions of sultans’ portraiture. In it, I argue that it was in part the 
coexistence of various forms of Mahmud II’s image – dispersed through readily 
transportable and reproducible media on paper support – that facilitated the successful 
adaptation of foreign portrait conventions into the service of the Ottoman court. Chapter 
2 discusses the bestowal ceremonies of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı, a small-scale, 
medallion-format imperial portrait awarded in the style of a military decoration. I show 
 
 ix 
how this portrait-object functioned in a manner new to the Ottoman context by evoking 
the memory of the sultan’s physical and spiritual presence across spectra of viewing 
practice, ranging from the prescribed, semi-public setting of the bestowal ceremony itself 
to more intimate forms of viewing. Chapter 3 examines common programmatic elements 
and hierarchical protocol frequently repeated in the elaborate portrait-inauguration 
ceremonies held for the display of the large-format, wall-hanging taṣvīr-i hümāyūn 
(imperial portrait) in barracks, schools, and government offices. Chapter 4 considers a 
group of Ottoman-Balkan princely portraits in which the sitters wear the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn 
nişānı, framing it as an embedded object with the power to associate local, semi-
autonomous provincial actors at the courts of Belgrade, Bucharest, and Iași with the 
sovereign power of the sultan in Istanbul. 
This dissertation provides the first examination of the component parts of 
Mahmud II’s portraiture campaign – the medallion-format, large-scale, and printed taṣvīr-
i hümāyūn – with attention to their individual material and functional differences. It 
draws a significant connection between these works and related Ottoman-Balkan princely 
portraits, which have never before been considered within the context of the centralized 
campaign. By scrutinizing the archival records of new ceremonial forms in which the 
sultan’s portrait was bestowed or inaugurated, I show that these portraits were understood 
by contemporary audiences in their role as imperial propaganda supporting the sultan’s 
reform program. My methodology integrates the examination of ideologies of power and 
kingship tied to the Persianate and Ottoman-Islamic courtly traditions with art historical 
theories of vision popularized in the Western-European context in order to gain greater 
 
 x 
insight into how different strategies for the reception and use of portraiture were 
appropriated, adapted, and deployed. This new approach, which considers both 
established Ottoman and newly-integrated models of the visual representation of power, 
mirrors the blended strategies used by the sultan and his propagandists in their attempts to 
recentralize imperial control.  
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Note on Language and Transliteration  
Names and places (except in the case of the first appearance of unusual names or in 
transliterated quotations) are given in the modern Turkish spelling (Mehmed instead of 
Meḥemmed). Foreign terms that have entered standard English dictionaries are given in 
their anglicized forms (pasha, sultan) and less familiar terms are italicized only on their 
initial occurrence. Transliterations from Ottoman Turkish are given according to the 
IJMES system with the following modifications: ḫ for خ and ġ for غ. As is typical for the 
period, all Ottoman texts are originally unpunctuated, and any punctuation that appears in 








Portraits of Sultan Mahmud II: (Re)forming the Image 
At its core, this dissertation is about the relationship between image and imperial 
ideology.1 It examines portraits of the Ottoman Sultan Mahmud II (r. 1808–1839) as part 
of a visual propaganda campaign launched by the ruler to support his reform efforts in the 
military and civil spheres. The paintings and prints at the center of this study – which I 
refer to collectively as the “portraiture campaign” – are bound together by their shared 
use of the sultan’s idealized visage, direct gaze, and modern military uniform.2 Linked to 
each other by their expression of sultanic splendor, these portraits also shared in wider 
visual trends in military leader and royal portraiture in the Eurasian and American 
spheres of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. As I will show, media-based 
subgroups of the campaign – works on paper, miniature-scale medallion-format portraits, 
and large-scale oil-on-canvas works – functioned in distinct but related ways with respect 
to ritual display and reception within the context of new ceremonial programs that 
emerged in the 1830s.3  
 
1 For legitimation ideology in the Ottoman Empire in the late nineteenth century, see Selim Deringil, 
The Well-Protected Domains: Ideology and the Legitimation of Power in the Ottoman Empire 1876 – 
1909 (London and New York: I.B. Tauris, 1998).  
2 For the symbolic power of the fez to replace established sartorial symbols, see Donald Quataert, 
“Clothing Laws, State, and Society in the Ottoman Empire, 1720–1829,” International Journal of 
Middle East Studies 29, no. 3 (August 1997): 403–425.  
3 For a comprehensive view of Ottoman ceremonies in the nineteenth century, see Hakan Karateke, 





This dissertation frames the genre of Ottoman sultans’ portraiture as a viable 
propagandistic tool in a post-Napoleonic world.4 It therefore spans the fields of the 
history of nineteenth-century and Islamic art, which have remained until now 
conceptualized as largely independent of each other. My methodology integrates the 
examination of ideologies of power and kingship tied to the Persianate and Ottoman-
Islamic courtly traditions with art historical theories of vision popularized in the Western-
European context in order to gain greater insight into how different strategies for the 
reception and use of portraiture were appropriated, adapted, and deployed. This approach, 
which contrasts established and newly-integrated models of the visual representation of 
power, mirrors the blended strategies used by Mahmud II and his propagandists in their 
attempts to recentralize imperial control. 
I have chosen to examine a relatively short time period, concentrated for the most 
part on the productions of a single decade, opting for a “deep” examination of the 
campaign’s contemporary visual, ceremonial, and cultural contexts rather than a “wide” 
study of Ottoman portraiture’s iconographic changes over time.5 In this way, this 
dissertation uses the campaign as an acutely focused lens through which to view the 
complicated and overlapping issues of Ottoman imperial identity, sultanic visibility, and 
the enforcement and expansion of social and diplomatic networks within the dynamic 
 
4 For a history of the genre of Ottoman sultans’ portraiture, see Selmin Kangal (ed.), Julian Raby, 
Gülru Necipoğlu, Jurg Meyer zur Capellen, Serpil Bağcı, Filiz Çağman, and Banu Mahir, The Sultan’s 
Portrait: Picturing the House of Osman (İstanbul: İş Bankası, 2000). 
5 For an overview of the relationship between portraiture and visibility from Selim III to Mehmed V 
Reşad, see Edhem Eldem, “Pouvoir, modernité et visibilité : l’évolution de l’iconographie sultanienne 
à l’époque moderne,” in Omar Carlier et Raphaëlle Nollez-Goldbach (eds), Le Corps du Leader : 




political world of the early nineteenth century. This position frames the campaign works 
as existing within overlapping networks of power relations among elite Ottoman and non-
Ottoman actors across the Empire and on the expanded global political stage.6 A critical 
analysis of the socio-political networks of actors who engaged with these works is 
therefore essential for a meaningful understanding of how the portraits buttressed reform 
ideology.  
Because of the centrality of the official character of Mahmud II to this 
dissertation, it is appropriate to give a short biographical sketch here. Born in Istanbul in 
1785, Prince Mahmud grew up in Topkapı Palace, surrounded by the vibrant 
cosmopolitan court culture of his reformist cousin, Sultan Selim III (r. 1789–1807).7 A 
primary goal of Selim III’s reform program was to revitalize and strengthen the Ottoman 
military with the introduction of new regular troops, known as the Niẓām-ı Cedīd 
(literally, “New Troops” or “New Order”), trained in new drills along Western-European 
lines with the help of foreign military advisors, many of whom had served in Napoleonic 
campaigns.8 Because the reforms threatened to replace the existing janissary corps, which 
had been the main branch of the Ottoman military for centuries, the janissaries took to the 
streets to protest.9 On 29 May 1807, Istanbul was thrown into chaos by a violent 
 
6 I am referring to discourses of power relations in the Foucaldian sense.  
7 It remains unclear exactly how involved Selim III was in the education of Mahmud II, but it is 
apparent from the continuities present in their artistic patronage that the latter was conscious of the 
nature of the commissions of his predecessor. See Eldem, “Pouvoir, modernité et visibilité,” 175.  
8 Stanford Shaw, “The Nizam-ı Cedid Army Under Sultan Selim III 1789–1807,” Oriens vol. 18/19 
(1965/1966): 168–184.   
9 Şükrü Hanioğlu, A Brief History of the Late Ottoman Empire (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 




janissary-led insurrection. Rebels stormed Topkapı Palace and dethroned Selim III, 
replacing him with his cousin, Mustafa IV (r. 29 May 1807–28 July 1808), who was more 
susceptible to the political influence of janissary-sympathizers and conservative 
contingents at court.  
When news of the insurrection reached the Ottoman provinces, the loyalist 
governor of Rusçuk, Bayrakdar Mustafa Pasha, gathered his Albanian troops and 
organized a counter-coup to restore Selim III to the throne. During the counter-coup, 
Selim III was murdered by the janissary rebels. However, his cousin and Mustafa IV’s 
half-brother, the young Prince Mahmud, managed to hide from the rebels (the details of 
his escape vary in different historical accounts). After Bayrakdar’s troops put down the 
insurrection, the prince ascended the throne as Sultan Mahmud II on 28 July 1808. When 
his half-brother, the former Sultan Mustafa IV, was strangled at the behest of the new 
sultan, Mahmud II became the sole surviving male heir of the Ottoman dynasty. His 
membership in the dynasty, which had been ruling the Empire nearly uninterrupted for 
the past five hundred years, established his claim to legitimacy.  
As Mahmud II went on to shape his public persona as the head of the modernizing 
Ottoman Empire, the form of and the rhetoric surrounding his image shifted to 
incorporate the idea of the sultan as a modern leader, that is, a ruler who embraced 
technological advances and participated in global diplomatic discourse of the time. 
However, his grounding as a legitimate ruler, that is, a ruler who had an exclusive 
dynastic claim to the throne according to Ottoman tradition, remained an essential part of 




In addition to military-focused reorganization, one of the foremost goals of 
Mahmud II’s top-down reform program was to re-centralize imperial control at the 
Sublime Porte (Bab-ı Âli), the offices of the Grand Vizier that served as the center of 
operations for the military-bureaucratic complex based in Istanbul. Centralized control 
had been weakened over the course of the preceding century by foreign military threats, 
the rise of powerful local governors, and internal revolutionary movements.10 The 
Ottoman-Balkan territories, which were in a near constant state of war due to their use as 
“buffer zones” for proxy battles between the imperial Russian and Ottoman armies, 
became the site for revolutionary activities, inspired in part by the successes of the 
American (1765) and French (1789) examples.11 The related revolts in Serbia (1804; 
1815) and Greece (1821) were supported by the foreign powers of Great Britain, France, 
and Russia, who stood to gain strategic military and commercial advantages from the 
dissolution of the Ottoman Empire. Foreign support for internal independence 
movements, in particular the Greek Revolution, made apparent the importance of creating 
a positive image of the Ottoman sultan at foreign courts with whom diplomatic relations 
 
10 For the rise of powerful local governors, see Khaled Fahmy, All the Pasha’s Men: Mehmed Ali, His 
Army, and the Making of Modern Egypt (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); Katherine 
Fleming, The Muslim Bonaparte: Diplomacy and Orientalism in Ali Pasha’s Greece (Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press, 1999); and Rossitsa Gradeva, “Secession and Revolution in the Ottoman 
Empire at the End of the Eighteenth Century: Osman Pazvantoğlu and Rhigas Velestinlis,” in Antonis 
Anastasopoulos and Elias Kolovos (eds), Ottoman Rule and the Balkans, 1760–1850: Conflict, 
Transformation, Adaptation: Proceedings of an International Conference Held in Rethymno, Greece, 
13–14 December 2003 (Rethymno: University of Crete, Department of History and Archaeology, 
2007). 
11 For historical studies of this period and the later nineteenth century, see Virginia Aksan, Ottoman 
Wars, 1700–1870: An Empire Besieged (Harlow: Pearson Education, 2007); Karen Barkey, Empire of 
Difference: The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 




would be advantageous. 
In response to both internal and external threats, the janissary corps was 
ineffective and itself remained hostile to the sultan’s attempts at modernizing and 
centralizing military control. In fact, shortly after Mahmud II ascended the throne, 
another janissary-led rebellion resulted in the murder of (then Grand Vizier) Bayrakdar 
Mustafa Pasha and delayed military reformation plans until the 1820s. Mahmud II 
designed a brutal solution to the janissary problem that would allow him to move forward 
with his plans for reforming the military. In 1826, the sultan incited the janissaries to riot 
by having his Niẓām-ı Cedīd soldiers carry out drills in a central location. Loyalist troops 
opened fire against the rioting janissaries, driving them back to their barracks, which was 
then destroyed by the artillery. Following this bloody event, known as the “Auspicious 
Incident” (Vaḳ‘a-ı Ḫayriyye) surviving janissaries were systematically hunted down.12 
The “Auspicious Incident” paved the way for Mahmud II’s sweeping military reforms, 
not least of which was the implementation of a modern military uniform, introduced 
almost immediately after the fall of the janissaries. The sultan’s donning of a version of 
the new military uniform marked him as an active participant in the renewal of the 
Ottoman military, as a leader who often physically took part in directing military drills, 
and as an authoritarian who was willing to invoke his absolute power to crush any force 
who stood in the way of his reforms.  
As the head of the state, Mahmud II recognized the competitive benefit in 
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reasserting the image of himself as a capable, modern military leader of a culturally 
vibrant Empire with a venerable history. He was supported in this effort by his 
propagandists, a small group of loyalist, high-ranking Ottoman military leaders and 
bureaucrats who are likely responsible for initiating and funding individual commissions 
such as portraits, eulogistic poems, and ceremonies that made up the larger campaign. 
While work remains to be done in connecting these individuals to their particular 
projects, in general, names associated with projects in support of the sultan seem to 
correspond with the highest-ranking positions at court, including among others: Mustafa 
Reşid, Hüsrev, Halil, Ṣādıḳ Rıfʿat, ʾĀkif, Pertev, Fethi, Fevzi, and Mehmet Namık 
Pashas. Working together for the common goal of advancing the sultan’s reform agenda 
(as well as their own personal and political careers, the consequences of which surfaced 
in frequent disagreements and court intrigue), this group of propagandists supported and 
fostered the existence of the portraiture campaign in a more-or-less cohesive manner.  
Likeness and Physiognomy in The Genre of Ottoman Sultans’ Portraiture 
Priscilla Soucek has argued that formal and stylistic affinities shared across the 
fluid boundaries of early modern empires stemmed from shared neo-Platonic 
precedents.13 Attention to physiognomy, the ancient idea that the physical body mirrored 
the inner characteristics of a person, has appeared across genres of ruler portraiture in the 
Islamic context for centuries, linking beauty with virtue and auspiciousness.14 This 
 
13 Priscilla Soucek, “The Theory and Practice of Portraiture in the Persian Tradition,” Muqarnas 17 
(2000): 97–107.  
14 A medical compendium by Fakhr al-Dīn Muḥammad al-Rāzī (ca. 1149–1209) served as an 





remained true in the Ottoman genre of the illustrated genealogical manuscript, which 
drew its format and function from Ilkhanid and Timurid traditions, where strong dynastic 
lines were key to a ruler’s legitimacy.15  
Shared affinities also appeared across Ottoman and Italian notions of 
physiognomy, which shared Greek roots and continued to be in conversation with each 
other well into the early modern period.16 This resulted in the mutual intelligibility of 
cross-cultural portraiture productions linking likeness with good character and the ability 
to rule. For example, in the fifteenth century, Sultan Mehmed II (r. 1444–1446; 1451–
1481) famously commissioned the Venetian artist Gentile Bellini to create his portrait in 
multiple formats, including an oil-on-canvas painting and a cast bronze medallion.17 The 
visual content of the work and its function as a likeness that revealed admirable qualities 
through physiognomic features stands as a testament to mutual models for the meaning of 
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15 Gülru Necipoğlu, “Word and Image: The Serial Portraits of Ottoman Sultans in Comparative 
Perspective,” in Kangal (ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, 22–59. 
16 Fetvacı, “From Print to Trace,” 260. Extensive theorization of the portrait has already been carried 
out in the field of Italian Renaissance studies, where Stephen Greenblatt first introduced the 
framework for theorizing “self-fashioning.” Harry Berger Jr. further developed this view by arguing 
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Stephen Greenblatt, Renaissance self-fashioning: from More to Shakespeare (Chicago: University of 
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portraiture. While Mehmed II’s commissions represent a unique early instance of the use 
of these particular media (oil-on-canvas and medallion-format portraiture) their use 
would not be repeated in the genre of Ottoman sultans’ portraits until Mahmud II’s 
campaign in the nineteenth century.  
Aesthetics that engaged with physiognomy and likeness as a means to truth were 
shared across the Ottoman, Safavid, and Mughal courts in the early modern period as 
well. In the sixteenth century, imperial portraiture was produced in series and 
incorporated into manuscripts, including imperial genealogies, world histories, and 
dynastic biographies.18 Gülru Necipoğlu has argued that the repetitive format of such 
imperial portrait series is in itself a way of highlighting the continuity of the dynasty, 
showing that repeated costumes, poses, and facial types reinforce genealogical ties.19 
During the reigns of Süleyman I (r. 1520–1566) and Murad III (r. 1574–1595), the 
genealogical genre of sultans’ portraits crystalized into a conventional and effective form 
of elite propaganda. However, as Necipoğlu has shown, Ottoman and European courts 
continued to use each other’s aesthetic output to shape their own respective cultural 
identities.20 In her study of the Ottoman production of the 1579 Şemāʿilnāme (Book of 
 
18 Serpil Bağcı, “From Adam to Mehmed III: Silsilenâme,” in Kangal (ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, 188–
201. David Roxburgh, “Persian Drawing, ca. 1400–1450: Materials and Creative Procedures,” 
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Haven: Yale University Press, 2013). 
19 Necipoğlu, “Word and Image,” 55. In drawing a connection to the genealogical scrolls with 
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Dispositions),21 she argues that Seyyid Lokman and Nakkaş Osman adapted the portrait-
vita model of Paolo Giovio’s Elogia (1575) to combine visual and verbal portraiture.22 
Emine Fetvacı has argued that the Italian model was appealing and useful to the Ottoman 
creators of the Şemāʿilnāme because of the shared physiognomic framework underlying 
it. Such work has led to important discussions of cross-cultural aesthetics in terms of 
mutual, multilateral exchange and parallel ideologies. 
By the seventeenth century, the production of eulogistic royal manuscripts waned. 
At the same time, single-sheet paintings and album making gained popularity. David 
Roxburgh has shown how album compilation, which can include paintings, drawings, and 
calligraphic specimens, can demonstrate a patron’s aesthetic understanding as a means of 
self-fashioning.23 Fetvacı’s most recent book on the album compiled by Kalender Pasha 
for Ahmed I (r. 1603–1617) shows how shared cultural dialogues surrounding the 
development of courtly identities continued to appear in this format.24 Through the album 
format, frameworks linking likeness and inner character continued to survive at the 
Ottoman court.  
In the first half of the eighteenth century, manuscript painting underwent a revival 
at court under the patronage of Ahmed III (r. 1703–1730) and his influential grand vizier, 
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Ibrahim Pasha. The court painter Abdülcelil Çelebi, known as Levnī, famously painted 
the sultanic portrait series Kebīr Muṣavver Silsilenāme by incorporating historical styles 
into his own updated aesthetic.25 Levnī’s style continued to be emulated in albums, series, 
and single-page works from this point forward. 
Günsel Renda has shown how eclectic styles of sultans’ portraiture continued to 
be produced into the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, both in official 
commissions and in the burgeoning commercial market fueled by European travelers, 
diplomatic agents, and expats.26 Many artists worked across courtly, diplomatic, and 
commercial markets, including Konstantin Kapıdağlı, Rafail, Istrati, and Mecdī, though 
many did not sign their work. We can find examples of single-sheet images of figures 
bound into albums, where the image of the sultan often appeared as a frontispiece in 
costume or souvenir albums. Printed and painted images of sultans had existed on the 
commercial market since at least the sixteenth century, but new demands for all types of 
images grew the audience for sultans’ portraits during the time of Abdülhamid I (r. 1774–
1789) and Selim III (r. 1789–1807).  
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The History of Ottoman Art in the Nineteenth Century  
Until recently, Ottoman art of the nineteenth century had been discussed in terms 
of its distance from the so-called “classical” era of the sixteenth century. This was shaped 
by the old-fashioned idea of the decline paradigm – the idea that the production of 
Ottoman painting (and by extension the Empire itself) could only deteriorate into ruin 
after having reached its zenith.27 In Ottoman Painting, the central goal of which is to 
work against the decline narrative, Günsel Renda has connected the Ottoman shift 
towards modernity in the social realm to the shift from album-bound paintings to easel 
painting in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.28 By examining wider trends in 
sultanic portraiture in the last century of Ottoman rule, from the reign of Selim III 
through that of Mehmed VI, she has argued that they served the political purpose of 
“propagating” the imperial image within the empire and abroad.29 This approach ties the 
function of the campaign directly to the dynastic legitimation of Mahmud II’s reform 
program, but it does so without fully interrogating the complex political, religious, and 
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ideological matrix into which the campaign objects were launched in the early part of the 
nineteenth century.  
My dissertation builds on Renda’s findings by expanding the contextualization of 
the campaign to reveal a more accurate and comprehensive understanding of the 
campaign’s cross-cultural histories. I support this claim by combining visual analysis 
with archival research conducted at the Başbakanlık Osmanlı Arşivi (Ottoman Archives 
of the Prime Ministry, BOA) and through newspapers, travelogues, and print ephemera, 
including the study of works that have only recently come to light via online auction 
catalogs.  
Studying the records of the ceremonial programs associated with the sending, 
gifting, bestowal, and installation of these portraits, alongside the role of linked political 
and diplomatic actors and locations present in the record shows how the program as a 
whole worked to uphold the institutional reforms of the 1830s. This shows us that both 
Ottoman and non-Ottoman, domestic and foreign, military and civilian audiences were 
targeted in the sultan’s propaganda campaign. By comparing the contents of these 
archival documents, I analyze patterns in which Mahmud II’s portraits are framed as 
ceremonial focal points for the expression of loyalist sentiment, factional division, and 
diplomatic relationships during a time of major change in Ottoman domestic and foreign 
policy.  
Recent work on Ottoman art and architecture in the late eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries has sought new approaches to understanding the relationship 




spheres. This is a response to the outdated idea that modernization across these spheres 
shared a uniform, unidirectional, Eurocentric, and secular teleology. In the field of 
Ottoman imperial architecture, Ünver Rüstem has convincingly demonstrated that 
Ottoman artists and patrons consciously adopted forms from Western-European Baroque 
models to suit their own ends.30 He argues that the adaptation of these forms, refashioned 
for use in the Ottoman political context, signaled the Empire’s status as an active 
participant in a cosmopolitan, globally-minded world order.31 Tülay Artan has made 
adjacent contributions to the scholarly conversation regarding modernization and the 
expression of power in the lives of the Ottoman elite, particularly in her demonstration of 
the Bosphorus as a ceremonial axis.32 By looking at material culture, collecting practices, 
and court rituals, Artan has argued that the reality of western-looking cultural trends is 
more complicated and ambiguous than previously acknowledged. My analysis takes up 
this current trend in conceptualizing modernization as a complex shift in conversation 
with, rather than merely a one-way mode of influence from, Western-European forms.  
I apply the revisionist methodologies used by Rüstem and Artan in the 
conceptualization of architecture and material culture to imperially-commissioned 
portraiture in the first part of the nineteenth century. In this way, I push Renda’s critical 
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view of westernizing trends even further, arguing that the reception of portraits of 
Mahmud II produced in Western-European centers in part encouraged a proliferation of 
sultanic visibility. I do this by clarifying what iconographic and compositional elements 
have been imported from Western-European sources and how they have been adapted to 
fit the localized ideological and political goals of modernization and centralization in the 
Ottoman context. Considering the portraits within this context we find that Mahmud II 
and his propagandists were attempting to link the message of the sultan as a legitimate, 
modern military ruler with the idea that the reforms carried out at his behest were also 
legitimate and permissible under Ottoman-Islamic law and cultural mores. 
In addition to the conundrums presented by the overlapping fields of 
modernization and westernization, the specter of Orientalism – the ideological 
construction of the “East” as a monolith –  has haunted the study of Ottoman art and 
culture since the nineteenth century. Following the decline paradigm, Orientalist 
hegemony operates under the idea that the Ottoman East weakened as the West gained 
strength. These notions followed an Enlightenment narrative which championed the 
perceived teleological development of rationality, liberty and progress. In contrast, the 
Ottomans, as part of the monolithic East, were seen as regressive, adopting European 
ways of life as the only option for survival in the modern world. Earlier scholarship saw 
Europeanization or Westernization as an inevitable development, whereas cultural 
borrowings in the other direction, such as turquerie and chinoiserie were seen as 
eccentric, frivolous influences.  




of literature on the subject has been updated and complicated to include theories of 
hybridity and trans-cultural interaction.33 For example, Linda Nochlin applied Said’s 
theories to visual arts and culture, analyzing Orientalist paintings as representations of the 
cultural hegemony of the West.34 Shirine Hamadeh has shown how the contemporary 
European fashions of chinoiserie and turquerie show the popularity of cross-cultural 
borrowing in multiple directions.35 Mary Roberts has offered a nuanced approach to the 
examination of layered cultural identities in her study of Istanbul as one of the leading 
cultural capitals of Orientalist subjects.36  
Roberts’ work is important to the scholarly dialog surrounding nineteenth-century 
Ottoman art because it dismantles the East /West binary in favor of an expanded 
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spectrum, showing that cultural agendas were similar across cosmopolitan capitals (as 
they had been for centuries).37 However, her chronologically-organized analysis skips 
from the Young Album (1815)38 to the sketches of Stanislaw Chlebowski (1835–1884), 
Sultan Abdülaziz’s (r. 1861–76) painter between 1864 and 1876. This leaves the peak 
years of the portrait campaign (ca. 1826–1839) out of the larger scholarly conversation 
regarding the relationships between artistic production and wider cultural trends within 
the rapidly modernizing Empire. Furthermore, the majority of written records in Roberts’ 
work are non-Ottoman sources. My dissertation fills these chronological gaps, thereby 
fleshing out our knowledge and understanding of the portrait campaign and its existence 
within the social, political, and diplomatic networks of the first half of the nineteenth 
century.  
Couching Aesthetic Experience within Official Ceremony 
The portraiture campaign of Mahmud II takes as its source material multiple, 
varied, and overlapping traditions. I have briefly outlined how the portraits fit into genres 
developed at the Ottoman court, which shared neo-Platonic roots with non-Ottoman 
traditions. The relationship between the representation (portrait) and its referent (subject) 
and the power of the portrait to stand in as a surrogate for the referent builds on traditions 
predating the early modern world, as demonstrated by Hans Belting’s work on Christian 
holy images in the Orthodox East and Latin West.39 While revisionist scholarship has 
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worked to articulate the relationship between the representation-referent connection in 
both European and Persianate modes of portraiture, the discussion has largely centered on 
the period of increased cross-cultural contact from the sixteenth century until the late 
eighteenth century.40 This dissertation expands the discussion to the portraits of Mahmud 
II to articulate the representation-referent relationship as it existed in the early nineteenth 
century Ottoman context. 
The ancient practice of using the image as a proxy for the ruler was revived in the 
Neoclassical era of the Napoleonic epoch, where it coincided with new strategies for 
legitimizing power in official state portraiture.41 While Napoleon’s power did not rely on 
established dynastic legitimacy, his representation of self (or rather, his condoning of 
representational types produced by the artists of the Davidian school)42 relied on the 
conflation between the physical body of the ruler-conqueror and the body politic, an 
ideology famously summed up in Louis XIV’s absolutist statement, “L’état c’est moi.”43 
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In the first half of the nineteenth century, rulers across Eurasia and America adapted the 
Napoleonic model of Neoclassical state portraiture, often staging ceremonies or enacting 
protocol that closely linked the depiction of a ruler with the authority represented in the 
actual physical body of the ruler. The Napoleonic model of propagandistic portraiture 
privileged the representation of military merits, leadership abilities, education, and work 
ethic of the individual rather than (but sometimes in addition to) their established claim to 
dynastic legitimacy. This resulted in the engagement of a number of overlapping tropes 
such as the full-length, standing or mounted equestrian leader ready to lead his troops 
into battle in full military regalia, the leader at his study, perhaps seated at a desk piled 
with documents or bound volumes, or the divinely ordained emperor, enthroned, holding 
the accoutrement of the crown, scepter, or ceremonial mace. This dissertation engages 
with that dialogue by conducting an art-historically grounded theorization of Ottoman 
works from the early decades of the nineteenth century. These early-nineteenth century 
Ottoman sultans’ portraits engage with the depiction of an individualized, military-
forward identity, but also build on the established modes for depicting Ottoman dynastic 
identity as developed in genealogical manuscript and album genres. 
The successful reception of Mahmud II’s portrait campaign, as I will show, 
depended on the ritual activation of the portraits during state ceremonies. Part of this 
activation was contingent on the exchange of the gaze between the portrait and its 
beholder. I am using the term “gaze” in the sense in which it was popularized by Ernst 
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Gombrich. Gombrich worked from Alois Riegl’s conceptualization of the gaze of the 
beholder in the context of seventeenth-century Dutch group portraiture, which he argued 
engaged the viewer through dynamic lines of sight. Svetlana Alpers refined this 
theorization, showing that a beholder’s interaction activates a portrait through the 
phenomenological experience of the exchange of the gaze.44 
Marcia Pointon applied this conceptualization of the gaze to her study of small-
scale portrait medallions in the English context, where she coined the phrase “intimate 
gaze.”45 The intimate gaze is applicable to portrait-objects that are small in scale and 
typically intended for one viewer in a private setting, where the portrait can be held, 
worn, touched, or kissed. Hanneke Grootenboer’s work on late eighteenth-century eye-
miniatures has shown how psychological notions of the self are reflected in the practice 
of intimate looking, a closed system wherein the gaze (in Gombrich’s sense) is 
exchanged between the precious painted eye and its beholder.46 In this dissertation, I 
 
44 Svetlana Alpers, The Art of Describing: Dutch Art in the Seventeenth Century (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1983); Michael Fried, Absorption and Theatricality: Painting and Beholder in the 
Age of Diderot (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980). For the relationship between touch, 
scale, and interiority see Susan Stewart, Poetry and the Fate of the Senses (Chicago and London: 
University of Chicago Press, 2002), 162. See also Stewart, On Longing: Narratives of the Miniature, 
the Gigantic, the Souvenir, the Collection (Durham and London: Duke University Press, 1993). 
45 Marcia Pointon, Portrayal and the Search for Identity (London: Reaktion Books, 2013); Julie 
Aronson, Marjorie E. Wieseman, Perfect Likeness: European and American Portrait Miniatures from 
the Cincinnati Art Museum (Newhaven: Yale University Press, 2006); Carrie Rebora Barratt, 
American Portrait Miniatures in the Metropolitan Museum of Art (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 
2010); Stephen Lloyd and Kim Sloan, The Intimate Portrait: Drawings, Miniatures and Pastels from 
Ramsey to Lawrence (Edinburgh/London: National Galleries of Scotland and the British Museum, 
2008). For phenomenological experience, see also Adrian Randolph, Touching Objects: Intimate 
Experiences of Italian Fifteenth-Century Art (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2015). 
46 Hanneke Grootenboer, Treasuring the Gaze: Intimate Vision in Late Eighteenth-Century Eye 
Miniatures (Chicago: University of Chicago, 2012); Marcia Pointon, “‘Surrounded with Brilliants’: 
Miniature Portraits in Eighteenth-Century England,” The Art Bulletin 83, no. 1 (March 2001): 48–71. 





apply this theorization of the miniature – which has thus far only been studied in Western 
European and American contexts – to the small-scale portraits of Mahmud II awarded in 
the style of a military decoration. In doing so, I bring new attention to a group of 
ceremonially-activated portraits and their relationship to portrait-installation and bestowal 
ceremonies happening contemporaneously at cosmopolitan courts wishing to make an 
impression on the global stage of world politics.  
The viewer-viewed relationship, which hinges on the mutual understanding of 
shared cultural values, becomes increasingly complicated in the case of several wall-
hanging oil-on-canvas portraits of the semi-autonomous princes of Serbia, Wallachia, and 
Moldavia (who were appointed by Russia, but officially installed by the sultan), who are 
represented in full military regalia,47 wearing the medallion-format portrait of Mahmud II 
around the neck or over the heart. In my analysis of these pictures-in-pictures, I engage 
Grootenboer’s mode of intimate gazing along with ideas about the dematerialized or 
“embedded” portrait in order to bring the princely portraits into conversation with the 
sultanic portraits of the central campaign.48 
 
between image and body/beholder in Marianne Koos, “Wandering Things: Agency and Embodiment 
in Late Sixteenth-Century English Miniature Portraits,” Art History, vol. 37, no. 5 (November 2014), 
4. 
47 For an elaboration of Greenblatt’s argument that examines clothes as material memories that build 
up the subject with symbolic value, see Ann Rosalind Jones and Peter Stallybrass, Renaissance 
Clothing and the Materials of Memory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000). For the 
construction of gender, social, and national identities within the context of fashion and self-fashioning 
in costume books, see Eugenia Paulicelli, The Fabric of Cultures: Fashion, Identity, and 
Globalization (London: Routledge, 2008). 





Chapter 1 approaches the campaign through its formal continuities with the 
established conventions of sultans’ portraiture. In it, I argue that it was in part the 
coexistence of various official (courtly) and nonofficial (commercial) forms of Mahmud 
II’s image – dispersed through readily transportable and reproducible media on paper 
support – that facilitated the successful adaptation of foreign portrait conventions into the 
service of the Ottoman court. The purpose of this analysis is to draw out the manner in 
which the campaign continued formal and ideological practices developed within 
Ottoman visual tradition while at the same time continuing the centuries-old practice of 
integrating non-Ottoman material.   
Chapter 2 builds on this idea of response to foreign visual forms through a more 
targeted media: the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı, a small, medallion-format version of the 
imperial portrait awarded in the style of a military decoration.49 Edhem Eldem has shown 
how the nişān was not a proper “order” in the strict sense offered by phaleristics, but he 
does not examine the possibility that the sultan was actively exploiting the irregularity of 
the decoration’s conditions of bestowal to strategically award personal loyalty.50 I argue 
that the social network delineated by the dispersal of the nişān should be considered as 
itself a product of imperial directive. This elite group of awardees were an important part 
of the audience for the portraiture campaign, therefore the ways in which they interacted 
 
49 Günsel Renda, “Osmanlılarda Portreli Nişanlar,” Uluslararası Tarihi Sempozyumu. Prof. Dr. Gönül 
Öney’e Armağan, Izmir 10–13 October 2001 (Izmir: Ege Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Sanat Tarihi 
Bölümü, 2002), 491–502. 
50 Edhem Eldem, Pride and Privilege: A History of Ottoman Orders, Medals and Decorations 




with and beheld the portraits were essential to its success. Additionally, I show how these 
actors, as beholders, interacted with the portrait-object of the nişān. I argue that through 
this viewing mode, the nişān functioned in a manner new to the Ottoman context by 
evoking the memory of the sultan’s physical and spiritual presence across spectrums of 
viewing practice, ranging from the prescribed, semi-public setting of the bestowal 
ceremony itself to more intimate forms of viewing. 
Chapter 3 examines common programmatic elements and hierarchical protocol 
frequently repeated in the elaborate portrait-inauguration ceremonies held for the display 
of the large-format, wall-hanging taṣvīr-i hümāyūn in barracks, schools, and government 
offices. It does this through the mapping of the official ceremonial program, which often 
included a procession, held on the occasion of the portrait’s installation. I argue that the 
ceremonial programs and their publication in the official press offered a way of engaging 
with and publicizing the experience of the geography of the capital city of Istanbul, as 
well as Ottoman enclaves as they existed within recently-reestablished permanent foreign 
embassies.51 Unfortunately, only a few examples of the large-format wall-hanging genre 
have survived, an issue that I will address in the chapter itself. By examining the 
surviving visual evidence alongside newspaper and archival records, we gain a better idea 
of the audience for whom the images were prepared and whether or not they were 
successful in garnering support for the sultan’s reform programs. More precisely, it 
 
51 The cultural and diplomatic consequences of the establishment of the first appointment of 
permanent foreign embassies at the beginning of the eighteenth century are discussed by Gilles 
Veinstein, Mehmed efendi. Le paradis des infidels. Un ambassadeur ottoman en France sous la 
Régence, François Maspero (Paris, 1981), Virginia Aksan, An Ottoman Statesman in War and Peace: 




shows how ceremonial augmentation, such as processing, saluting, and eulogizing the 
portrait complemented its role as a proxy for the sultan. 
Chapter 4 considers a group of Ottoman-Balkan princely portraits in which the 
sitters wear the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı. This second-tier of propagandistic portraiture has 
never been associated with the centralized portraiture campaign in the art historiography. 
Framing the portraits as pictures-within-pictures, I show how the “dematerialized” nişān 
had the power to associate local, semi-autonomous provincial actors at the courts of 
Belgrade, Bucharest, and Iași with the sovereign power of the sultan in Istanbul. The 
sitters include the local princes Miloš Obrenović I of Serbia (1817–1839; 1858–1860), 
Mihail Sturdza of Moldavia (1834–1849) and Alexandru II Ghica of Wallachia (1834–
1842). By examining the campaign’s efficacy in this expanded context, this dissertation 
reads the campaign’s political function in terms of loyalist sentiment in the face of 
rapidly shifting alliances and military threats as well as layered cross-cultural histories.  
Conclusion 
The production, dissemination, and ceremonial display of Mahmud II’s portrait 
campaign reoriented the image of the sultan in a manner that would be legible to a wide 
audience within varied cross-cultural political and diplomatic spheres. This dissertation 
provides the first examination of the component parts of Mahmud II’s portraiture 
campaign – the medallion-format, large-scale, and printed taṣvīr-i hümāyūn – with 
attention to their individual material and functional differences. It also draws a significant 
connection between these works and related Ottoman-Balkan princely portraits, which 




This dissertation shows that these portraits were understood by contemporary 
audiences in their role as imperial propaganda supporting the sultan’s reform program. 
Examining the underlying framework that connects campaign works to actors producing, 
delivering, receiving, or wearing them, as I show, leads to a fuller understanding of the 
portrait campaign in terms of both its echoes of the Ottoman dynastic tradition and its 
appropriation of ideals made popular across the wider Eurasian and American imperial 
spheres. My methodology integrates the examination of ideologies of power and kingship 
tied to the Persianate and Ottoman-Islamic courtly traditions with art historical theories of 
vision popularized in the Western-European context in order to gain greater insight into 
how different strategies for the reception and use of portraiture were appropriated, 
adapted, and deployed. This new approach, which considers both established Ottoman 
and newly-integrated models of the visual representation of power, mirrors the blended 
strategies used by the sultan and his propagandists in their attempts to recentralize 





Chapter 1: Works on Paper: Continuity and Duplicity between Paintings and Prints 
 “Double Mahmuds”: Costume and Continuity 
A mid-nineteenth-century album in the collection of the Mevlana Museum in 
Konya contains a series of portraits of Ottoman sultans painted in gouache on paper. The 
sequential presentation of rulers follows a formula established in the second half of the 
sixteenth century, wherein regularized compositions, in which members of the house of 
Osman share similar poses, expressions, and dress, work together as an expression of 
dynastic continuity.52 In the Konya album, however, this formula is complicated in a 
surprising way. As it reaches the thirtieth sultan of the Ottoman Empire, it seems to 
repeat itself; unlike his predecessors, Mahmud II (r. 1808–1839) is represented twice 
(Figure 1.1).53 This doubling of the sultan, on two different, nonconsecutive folios, is 
made even more extraordinary by the conspicuous differences between the two portraits.  
The most obvious iconographic contrast is between the sultan’s respective modes 
of dress. In the first image, the enthroned sultan wears a green silk kaftan trimmed in 
white fur and a matching turban with a diamond çelenk (aigrette). Such an ensemble 
signaled material wealth, cultural refinement, and – perhaps most significantly to 
members of the Ottoman court – belonging to a dynastic group identity that stretched 
back centuries. These sartorial markers were an expected and essential element in 
 
52 The genre of sultanic portraiture became a discrete branch of Ottoman painting in the sixteenth 
century. Bağcı et al., Ottoman Painting (Ankara: Ministry of Culture and Tourism, Banks Association 
of Turkey, 2010). 
53 As a unit, the album is dated ca. 1840–50. This is based on the latest addendum, a portrait of 
Abdülmecid (r. 1839–1861). Günsel Renda, Padişah Portreleri. Mevlana Müzesi Albümü (Konya: 




portraits of Ottoman rulers, especially within the genre of the dynastic portrait series, 
which developed into a standardized and effective form of elite propaganda in the 
sixteenth century.54 The Konya album therefore follows this precedent by picturing 
Mahmud II and most of his twenty-nine predecessors in formal poses, wearing the kaftan 
and turban.55  
The Konya Album’s second portrait of Mahmud II, however, departs from this 
established sartorial convention by depicting the sultan in a modern military uniform 
consisting of a navy-blue dolman trimmed with gold braids and gauntlets, a pair of 
matching trousers, a cape, boots, and a red felt fez. This regalia is a version of the new 
uniform the sultan introduced to Ottoman troops in 1828 as part of a wider program of 
military reform along Western-European lines. Symbolically, the uniform distanced the 
reformed military from the infamous janissaries, the once-elite corps of Ottoman soldiers 
who met their bloody end at the behest of Mahmud II in the “Auspicious Incident” of 
1826.56 Within this context of military reform, the sultan’s mode of dress in the second 
portrait is directly linked to his position of active martial leadership and to his patronage 
of new arts and technologies. This identity framed the sultan as a singular commander, 
leading the charge towards military and civil reform. As I will show in this chapter, a 
 
54 Kangal (ed.), The Sultan’s Portrait. 
55 Nurhan Atasoy, Portraits and Kaftans of the Ottoman Sultans (New York: Assouline, 2013). 
Kaftans and robes of honor (hil’at) played an integral role in the wider context of audience receptions 
and Ottoman courtly life from the fifteenth century onward. See Suraiya Faroqhi and Christoph K. 
Neumann, ed., Ottoman Costumes: from Textile to Identity (Istanbul: Eren, 2004); Amanda Phillips, 
“Ottoman Hil’at: Between Commodity and Charisma,” in Frontiers of the Ottoman Imagination: 
Studies in Honour of Rhoads Murphey, ed. Marios Hadjianastasis (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 111–138.  




shift towards the use of new iconography, adapted from local and foreign sources into the 
service of the autocratic propaganda campaign of Mahmud II in the 1830s, was made 
possible by the multifaceted sultanic identity in existence across official (courtly) and 
unofficial (commercial) realms by the early decades of the nineteenth century.  
The juxtaposition of the two Mahmuds in the Konya album is remarkable, but it is 
not unique. Günsel Renda has identified at least seventeen similar cases in which a series 
of sultans’ portraits bound in album format contains two contrasting portraits of Mahmud 
II.57 In each case, the double portraits serve as a link between the immediately preceding 
Selim III (r. 1789–1807) – who wears a kaftan and turban – and the immediately 
following Abdülmecid I (r. 1839–1861) – who wears a modern military uniform and fez. 
Recently, yet another album of this type came to light when it was sold by the auction 
house Sotheby’s and its images made public online. The two portraits of Mahmud II in 
the Sotheby’s album (Figure 1.2) are virtually identical to their counterparts in the Konya 
album in pose, dress, and expression, differing significantly only in the level of detail 
provided in the background.58 Both albums clearly share source material, indicating that a 
prototype was in circulation among the artists or workshops that produced these and all 
 
57 Of these, she has highlighted three as deserving of special attention for their relatively larger size 
and more elaborate backgrounds: the Konya album, the Kıraç album, and a third in a private 
collection. For the Konya album, see Günsel Renda, Padişah Portreleri. For the Kıraç album, see 
Renda, A 19th Century Album of Ottoman Sultans’ Portraits. Suna and İnan Kıraç Collection = 
Osmanlı Padişah Portreleri. Bir 19. Yuzyil albümü. İnan ve Suna Kıraç Koleksiyonu (İstanbul: Suna 
ve İnan Kıraç Vakfı, 1992).  
58 In the second image, the sultan’s role as a modernizing military reformer and patron of pious 
architectural foundations is emphasized in the inclusion of the Ottoman Baroque-style Nusretiye 
Mosque (1823–1826) and a cannon mounted on a gun carriage (a reference to the nearby Tophane 
barracks) in the background. For the highly visible power of the Ottoman Baroque architectural style 
in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, see Rüstem, Ottoman Baroque. For the sartorial 




such series featuring the enthroned-type “double Mahmuds.”  
The serial nature of the dynastic album genre gives the impression of an historical 
progression of rulers, one reign following the other as they unfold over time. However, 
the very existence of these “double Mahmuds” begs the question of why – when Mahmud 
II was actively and rapidly modifying his public-facing image to suit ideals based on the 
concept of an enlightened ruler according to Western-European facing models – would a 
royal album include portraits that so explicitly linked his person to historical sultanic 
ideals? Was the function of the portrait in which the sultan wears the kaftan and turban 
only included to serve as an outdated foil against which the modernized image could be 
contrasted? Or are we looking instead at a more nuanced comparative or even 
interdependent relationship? To complicate the story, both image types proliferated 
beyond the court in Istanbul, especially in Western-European cultural capitals, where 
they were reproduced both on their own and in pairs through various media including 
painted, drawn, and printed works on paper. Could the growing popularity of the sultan’s 
image abroad, spurred on by advances in image-reproduction technologies, diplomatic 
engagement, and general curiosity about the wider world have contributed to the greater 
emphasis on sultanic visibility in the top-down propagandistic portrait campaign initiated 
by the sultan himself? 
In this chapter, I approach these questions by showing how works on paper 
support – that is, paintings, drawings, and prints on paper – were a primary media 
through which images of the sultan, including both kaftan-and-turban and jacket-and-fez 




multilinguistic cosmopolitan milieu. I do this in two parts. First, I lay out a brief history 
of works on paper with a concentration on the commissions of the late eighteenth 
century, specifically those of Selim III, which, though limited to official diplomatic 
means during his lifetime, set the precedent for the eventual production and reception of 
Mahmud II’s portraits. Then, I conduct comparative analyses of portraits of Mahmud II 
on paper to trace iconographic and stylistic patterns and how they responded to the 
successes and limitations of visual references to the sultan’s person in the first half of the 
nineteenth century. Within this analysis, I examine the relationship between the “double 
Mahmud” types as outlined in the Konya album example, and how their separate but 
overlapping natures worked together in the creation of a specifically Ottomanized version 
of the modern military leader ideal.59 The sartorial change was, of course, merely one 
element (discussed here as the referent for iconographic and compositional idioms in two 
dimensional works) in a reform process that included ideological as well as visual 
reevaluations of sultanic representation.60 Works on paper, including paintings and prints 
in manuscripts, albums, scrolls, and single sheets, had the formal advantage of using 
 
59 Deringil traces the various routes by which Ottomans received and adapted ideals of modern 
monarchy in the late nineteenth century in The Well-Protected Domains. Ottoman works also played a 
role in shaping modernisms abroad. For example, portraits of Selim III, the Shah, and Napoleon hung 
beside one another in the Crown Prince’s palace in Tabriz. For shared and trans-cultural aesthetics in 
the nineteenth-century Persian context, see Julian Raby, Qajar Portraits (London: Azimuth with Iran 
Heritage Foundation, 1999), 14.  
60 Having portraits taken in both traditional robes of state and modern military uniform (or a novel 
combination of the two) was a practice common to the dynastic rulers of almost all contemporary 
European and Eurasian empires, including Nicholas I of Russia (r. 1825–1855), Charles X of France 
(r. 1824–1830), George IV of England (r. 1820–1830), Francis I of Austria (r. 1804–1835), and 




familiar materials and formats.61 They also had the practical advantage of being relatively 
easy to reproduce, transport, and revise.  
Additionally, with the advent of new lithographic technologies at the beginning of 
the nineteenth century, print media came to signal both technological competency and 
cooperation between foreign cultural capitals.62 In this way, works executed on paper 
acted as carriers of visual information while at the same time representing new 
possibilities for modern, large-scale production. Such works took an active role in 
upholding hierarchical power structures (at the Ottoman court and among its 
contemporaries) which were actively reshaping their respective public images in the 
wake of crises of legitimacy touched off by revolutionary movements and the Napoleonic 
project.63 I argue that it was in part the coexistence of various forms of sultanic visibility, 
which were represented most widely in works on paper – within the larger courtly, 
diplomatic, and international commercial cultural milieu of the early to mid-nineteenth 
 
61 Tülay Artan, “Forms and Forums of Expression,” in The Ottoman World, ed. Christine Woodhead 
(New York: Routledge, 2012). 
62 The multi-step process of having images done on site, transported, prepared, refined, engraved, and 
printed is outlined in Carter Findley, “Illustrating and Publishing, Process and Politics,” in 
Enlightening Europe on Islam and the Ottomans: Mouradgea d’Ohsson and His Masterpiece (Leiden, 
Boston: Brill, 2019), 61–100. Combining mixed printing practices such as letterpress and intaglio, 
which use different types of presses, presented another layer of complexity. Antony Griffiths, Prints 
for Books, Book Illustration in France, 1760–1800 (London: The British Library, 2004), 3–5. See also 
Janine Barchas, Graphic Design, Print Culture, and the Eighteenth-Century Novel (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003).  
63 Political and commercial interactions between Muslim- and Christian-ruled empires intensified in 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries alongside the development of more efficient production and 
transportation technologies. However, such interactions were in many ways a continuation of the 
rivalries of the early modern global context. For early modern power relations, see Palmira Brummet, 
Mapping the Ottomans: Sovereignty, Territory, and Identity in the Early Modern Mediterranean 




century – that facilitated the successful adaptation of foreign portrait aesthetics into the 
service of autocratic propaganda at the Ottoman court. In other words, the “double 
Mahmuds” leaned on each other as well as their Ottoman and foreign predecessors to 
produce meaning, even when they did not physically appear in close proximity to one 
another.  
Foreign Models in the Ottoman Courtly Context 
 One of the questions I explore in this chapter is how the physical qualities of 
paper-supported media facilitated the integration of new forms and styles into Mahmud 
II’s portraiture campaign. Before Mahmud II ever appeared on paper, works on paper had 
for a long time played a significant part in the exchange of cultural and aesthetic 
knowledge throughout the wider Perso-Islamic and Asian-Turkic worlds.64 Paper models 
were easy to transport, store, and could be used as stencils. Examples of paper models 
bound into albums show us how images on paper played an intermediary role in the 
transmission of motifs and compositions from at least the Ilkhanid period of the late 
fourteenth century in Iran. Paper was also a primary support for the written word as well, 
and, as David Roxburgh has argued, the combination of painted images with textual 
prefaces in albums of the Timurid period laid out the theoretical framework for text-
 
64 Linda Komaroff, “The Transmission and Dissemination of a New Visual Language,” in The Legacy 
of Genghis Khan: Courtly Art and Culture in Western Asia, 1256–1353, ed. Linda Komaroff and 
Stefano Carboni (New York: The Metropolitan Museum; New Haven and London: Yale University 
Press, 2002), especially 184–195; Komaroff, The Golden Disk of Heaven: Metalwork of Timurid Iran 
(Costa Mesa, CA: Mazda, 1992) 13–14; Roxburgh, “Persian Drawing”; Roxburgh, The Persian 
Album; Adel Adamova, “Repetition of Composition in Manuscripts,” in Timurid Art and Culture: Iran 
and Central Asia in the Fifteenth Century, ed. Lisa Golombek and Maria Subtelny, Studies and 





image relationships in later Safavid, Mughal, and Ottoman album practices.65   
Fluid boundaries and frequent exchange continued to foster the development of 
shared aesthetics between Timurid, Ottoman, Safavid, and Mughal painting practices 
well into the sixteenth century. In the last quarter of the sixteenth century, however, a 
distinctly Ottoman idiom crystallized within the genre of manuscript painting. As Emine 
Fetvacı has cogently demonstrated, while Ottoman art seemed on its surface to be less 
receptive to foreign models at this time, artistic exchange continued to thrive.66 For 
example, Italian and other European models were incorporated as courtly artists 
continued to receive, adopt, and adapt foreign frameworks when they suited their needs.  
The production of eulogistic royal manuscripts waned at the Ottoman court of the 
seventeenth century, but works on paper retained their ability to express courtly outlooks 
through album construction. Fetvacı’s most recent book on the album compiled by the 
courtier Kalender Pasha for Sultan Ahmed I demonstrates how the album format put new 
emphasis on refined compilation strategies as a form of imperial identity formation.67 
These patterns reflected the patron’s mastery of aesthetic and cultural understanding 
through the various paintings, drawings, calligraphic specimens, and European prints that 
were bound together. Understood in this way, the album is visual evidence that a variety 
of media applied to paper – using iconographic and stylistic forms adapted from imported 
Iranian and Western-European sources – could be used in the service of shaping the elite 
 
65 For the idea that “albums functioned as storehouses of models and visual ideas,” see Roxburgh, 
“Persian Drawing,” 45.  
66 Fetvacı, “From Print to Trace.” See also Necipoğlu, “Süleyman the Magnificent.” 




Ottoman understanding of royal self.  
By the eighteenth century, courtly subjects, such as royal ceremonies, receptions, 
and portraits began to be produced in new media, including wall-hanging oil-on-canvas 
works, murals, and print media.68 Easily-reproduced graphic formats introduced these 
images into ever-wider diplomatic circulation towards the end of the century, during the 
reigns of Abdülhamid I and Selim III, which set the stage for the increasing visibility of 
Mahmud II on paper both at home and abroad. Though printed works showing images of 
the sultan existed since the sixteenth century, a level of privilege was attached to official 
images of the ruler exchanged as diplomatic gifts. Early in Mahmud II’s reign, due to a 
shift in the circumstances surrounding the production of the so-called Young Album, an 
exclusive, courtly album of sultans’ portraits was reframed as a luxury commercial item. 
From that point on, new enthusiasm for images of the sultan from commercial and 
diplomatic sectors, in combination with a desire on the part of the sultan and his 
propagandists to use his image to bolster his reform efforts, resulted in an unprecedented 
variety and number of images of the sultan in circulation.  
Between Old and New Identities: Neoclassical and Napoleonic Connections 
In the wider Eurasian and North American worlds at the turn of the nineteenth 
century, advances in transportation, communication, and print media technologies made 
the international exchange of information faster and more interconnected than it had ever 
been before. This early turn towards global information networks coincided with major 
 




cultural and political upheavals. For example, newspaper reports on the American and 
French Revolutions, foremost among these internationally-resonant events, allowed for 
the spread of revolutionary ideologies in new ways. Audiences looked to visual print 
media to verify reports on current events in the international press, to gain diplomatically 
advantageous information, and to satisfy their curiosity regarding the physical appearance 
of rulers and military leaders whose actions stood to have an enormous impact on their 
world.  
When the collapse of the Directory at the end of the French Revolution led to the 
rise of Napoleon, new imagery in printed text and image formats began to circulate 
among the wider Eurasian and North American worlds in the service of Napoleonic 
propaganda.69 The most famous examples of Napoleonic propaganda in the portraiture 
genre were originally worked out in Paris by the artists of the Davidian school in grand 
oil-on-canvas compositions. These were almost simultaneously reproduced and circulated 
in prints of various sizes and qualities, ranging from those appropriate for diplomatic gift-
giving down to cheaply-produced prints marketed to commercial audiences.70 Print media 
helped to disseminate iconographic and aesthetic information in the grand Neoclassical 
and Romantic academic movements.  
 
69 For the use of legitimating iconography in the century following the French Revolution, see Maurice 
Agulhon, Marianne into Battle: Republican Imagery and Symbolism in France 1789–1880, 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), and Michael Marrinan, Painting Politics for Louis-
Philippe: Art and Ideology on Orleanist France (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 
1988).  
70 For a view on the role of the French commercial printing house Pellerin in disseminating 
Napoleonic imagery to the public, see Barbara Ann Day-Hickman, Napoleonic Art: Nationalism and 





The direct arrival of Napoleonic propaganda to the Ottoman palace almost 
certainly participated in this type of iconographic and aesthetic exchange. The portrait 
(taṣvīr) of Napoleon was brought as a diplomatic gift by Abdurrahim Muhib Efendi, the 
Ottoman Ambassador in Paris for the years 1806–1811.71 On receiving news that 
Napoleon wished to gift the sultan a portrait of himself, Muhib Efendi took the initiative 
to present the first portrait gift of Selim III.72 Günsel Renda has identified this gift as a 
printed portrait originally painted by the Greek-Ottoman artist Kostantin Kapıdağlı 
(active 1780s–1810)73 and translated into intaglio by Luigi Schiavonetti (1765–1810) in 
London in 1208 /1793 (Figure 1.3).74 The sultan is shown in half-length, standing in 
 
71 BOA HAT 257/14805. It is possible that the portrait was either a miniature decorating a snuffbox (a 
description of which appeared in the list of official gifts as published by many contemporary 
newspapers) or set into a ring. As Renda points out, only portrait of Napoleon in the royal treasury is 
the portrait-ring TSM 2/3699. For the snuffbox see Günsel Renda, “Searching for New Media,” 474. 
For snuffboxes decorated with the effigy of Mahmud II, see chapter 2 of this dissertation. Details of 
Muhib Efendi’s diplomatic account are published in Bekir Günay, Paris’te bir Osmalı: Seyyid 
Abdurrahim Muhib Efendi’nin Paris sefirliği ve Büyük Sefaretnamesi (Istanbul: Cağaloğlu, 2009). See 
also Ahmet Cevdet Pasha, Târih-i Cevdet vol. VIII (Istanbul: Maṭbaʿa-yı ʿĀmire, 1292 /1874) 54, 
232; and vol. IX, 59–61. 
72 BOA HAT 5881, cited and transcribed in Renda, “Searching for New Media,” Appendix 2, 464–
465. For a published report of the Ottoman gifts, see the Gazette Nationale ou Le Moniteur Universel, 
no. 157, 6 June 1806, 756. https://www.retronews.fr/journal/gazette-nationale-ou-le-moniteur-
universel/06-juin-1806/149/1304265/2. This article lists among the sultan’s gifts for Napoleon: a 
diamond aigrette, a fine box decorated with diamonds and the tughra of Sultan Selim, and finely 
caparisoned Arab horses, as well as a pearl necklace, perfumes, and rich fabrics for the Empress.  
73 His name is also spelled using the French “Constantin Capou-Daghlé” and the Greek “Konstantinos 
Kyzikenos/ Κωνσταντίνος Κυζικηνός.” The commission was arranged by Yusuf Agah Efendi, 
Ottoman envoy to London (1793–1797). 
74 TSM A. 3689. Reproduced in Kangal (ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, cat. 137. The presentation copy 
includes a doublure with cityscapes of the holy towns and major Ottoman cities in watercolor, 
probably embellished by Kapıdağlı himself. Five other copies in color or black and white are in the 
TSM: H. 1839 17/160, 17/165, 17/401, 17/496. Copies in foreign collections listed in The Sultan’s 
Portrait include FRBNF40256690 (Cabinet des Estampes N20006); ÖNB PORT_00034347_01; and 
ÖNB PORT_00034348_01 (formerly Porträtsammlung 35 33/1, 8-9a). Additional copies that are now 
available online include VAM SP.172; VAM SP.498; RCT RCIN 618517. See also Renda, 





three-quarters facing left, and wearing a kaftan and turban. The portrait appears as a 
medallion framed with Baroque floral motifs, suspended in a window overlooking the 
Bosphorus. The view shows the Tophane barracks as they would be seen from the Asian 
shore, a reference to the sultan’s reform program known as the “New Order” (Niẓām-ı 
Cedīd).75 Schiavonetti’s masterful use of the stipple technique – widely and almost 
exclusively used in London at the time – effectively captures Kapıdağlı’s sense of form, 
volume, and dimensional texture through a matrix of tiny dots. This print process allowed 
for a number of high-quality prints to be pulled from the same plate, and the portrait was 
produced in both black-and-white and color versions. The reproductive aspect of the 
medium was apparently seen as advantageous by the sultan, who placed a request for ten 
additional prints in addition to sixty that had previously been ordered, according to a 
petition dated 1208 /1793.76  
The timing of this record proves that the sultan anticipated the need for many 
copies of his image to be given as gifts prior to Muhib Efendi’s reception of the Napoleon 
portrait on his behalf. I point this out because it is tempting to view the exchange as the 
impetus for Selim III’s use of Western-European formats, when in reality there was a 
 
ed. Afife Batur (Istanbul: Türkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Tarih Vakfı Yayınları, 1996), 152; Renda, 
“Selim III’s Portraits and the European Connection,” 575.  
75 Niẓām-ı Cedīd can be translated as “New Order” or “New Troops” and refers to a number of 
institutional reforms collectively carried out during the reign of Selim III. It is often used as shorthand 
to refer to the military side of these reforms, and in particular, the troops drilled in the modern, 
Western-European-facing fashion. According to Stanford Shaw, the latter is in accordance with 
nineteenth-century usage. See Shaw, “The Nizam-ı Cedid.”   
76 For the petition (layiha) to Selim III, probably written by Yusuf Agah Efendi, Ottoman ambassador 





much larger and more complex matrix of visual exchange existing for far longer than a 
single, highly publicized gift given at the turn of the century. Once Selim III’s portrait 
entered the Napoleonic collection, it continued to be reproduced in new contexts, 
including almanacs and encyclopedic works. In this way, Selim III’s initial portrait 
exchange with Napoleon was part of a wider dialog resulting in the continued 
development of mixed styles and media across Ottoman and Eurasian courts.  
 A few years after the first interaction, Napoleon sent additional diplomatic gifts 
through General Sebastiani, a special envoy to the sultan. This time, Selim III sent an 
official response in the form of a large-format panel portrait (büyük levḥa).77 We know 
this because in 1806 the sultan sent an imperial rescript (ḫaṭṭ-i hümāyūn) to one of his 
high-ranking viziers explaining that the purpose behind such an act was to show 
“friendship and sincerity,” as such exchanges demonstrated in the European context.78 It 
would have been an appropriate and politically advantageous exchange at a time when 
relationships between France and the Ottoman Empire were on the mend following 
Napoleon’s campaign in Egypt and Syria (1798–1801).  
The written documentation surrounding the 1806 portrait exchange does not 
 
77 “Levḥa” is an ambiguous describer of media, since it generally is used as “panel” (often but not 
always a calligraphic panel), but can also refer to a page, plate, or tablet. See James W. Redhouse, A 
Turkish and English Lexicon (Constantinople: Printed for the American mission by A.H. Boyajian, 
1890), 1643.  
78 For the text, see Enver Ziya Karal, Osmanlı Tarihi, vol. 5 (Ankara, 1957), 42, and Renda, “Selim 
III’s Portraits and the European Connection,” 572–73. It would not have been lost on the sultan that an 
attitude of friendship among equals, rather than claims to universal kingship, proved to be a more 
advantageous diplomatic tone for Francis II, who had just been downgraded from his title of Holy 
Roman Emperor to Emperor of Austria at virtually the same time that Count Sebastiani brought the 




describe the portrait itself in detail, but it is likely that “large-format panel” refers to an 
oil painting on board or canvas meant to be hung on the wall. It has been suggested that 
the portrait was a copy of Kapıdağlı’s well-known 1803 oil painting, which hangs today 
in the Hall of Sultan’s Portraits in the Topkapı Palace Museum (Figure 1.4). This portrait 
shares significant similarities with the original Kapıdağlı painted for the Schiavonetti 
engraving a decade earlier, including showing the sultan seated in three-quarters profile, 
facing the right. Renda has argued that the “casual” seated pose of the sultan, reclining 
against a cushion, would have been less appropriate for official exchange than an 
enthroned image.79 Though, as Eldem has pointed out, Selim III’s sober expression, 
official dress, and markers of status included in the image do mark it as representing a 
dignified, enlightened personage.80 As we know, the history of sultans’ portrait series 
shows us that a reclining pose was part of the established formal vocabulary for centuries, 
even if the enthroned pose was more legible in international dialogues.  
More convincing evidence that the “büyük levḥa” sent to Napoleon was of an 
enthroned format comes from international archives. Renda has highlighted a pair of 
prints in the Topkapı collection that bear inscriptions claiming they were copied from an 
original in Napoleon’s collection and then deposited in the Imperial Library.81 The image 
 
79 TSM 17/30. See Günsel Renda, “Portraits: the last century,” in Kangal (ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, 
467. 
80 Edhem Eldem, “Pouvoir, modernité et visibilité.” 
81 Günsel Renda, “European Artists at the Ottoman Court,” in İnankur, Roberts, and Lewis (eds), The 
Poetics and Politics of Place, 223; Kangal (ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, cat. nos. 142, 144. Copies of 




shows Selim III in a palace interior, seated on the throne of Ahmed I (ʿarīfe taḫtı),82 and 
is framed in a bay laurel wreath with the sultan’s tughra at the top center. A version of 
this image cropped into a rectangular format loses the wreath, but replaces the tughra at 
the base of the image (Figure 1.5), where it also includes information about where the 
print was purchased, indicating that the image reached a commercial audience as well as 
an official one.83 Both French and Austrian collections hold copies of a version of the 
print framed in a medallion with the background removed (Figure 1.6).84 This version 
lists a different publisher’s address than that which appears on the rectangular-cropped 
version, meaning that the portrait of the sultan was sold from at least two different 
commercially-run operations. This implies that there was a popular interest in obtaining 
the image of the sultan in Paris at the time, even if the sultan himself had only intended 
the gift to serve as an official gesture of “friendship and sincerity” in the courtly context.  
The purpose of pointing out these minute variations in portraits of Selim III is 
twofold. First, these prints demonstrate how the new media of wall-hanging oil painting 
(which will be discussed in chapter 3 of this dissertation) could be reproduced in smaller 
 
82 This throne was created for Ahmed I by Sedefkār Mehmed Ağa, an architect and furniture-maker. 
The convention was put together with depicting sultan’s portraits in circular medallions by the 
portraitist Hüseyin in his depiction of Mehmed IV. Tülay Artan, “Art and Architecture,” in The 
Cambridge History of Turkey vol. 4 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 437.  
83 ÖNB PORT_00034352_01; ÖNB PORT_00034354_01 is a copy with a variant text and is cropped 
slightly smaller at 30.1 x 40.1cm. Copies in the Royal Collection Trust may be either commercial 
variation and are listed in the online catalog as “after Gregorius”: RCIN 618512, RCIN 618511 has 
additional color added on top of the print. An engraved and colored portrait of the contemporary 
Persian Qajar Shah, Fath ‘Ali Shah, using similar stipple technique and with overlapping production 
information exists in the British Museum and may suggest that a series was produced 1895,0408.75. 
https://www.britishmuseum.org/collection/object/P_1895-0408-75 
84 Renda, “European Artists at the Ottoman Court,” footnote 14. A copy was published in Kangal (ed), 




print media on paper, arguably more suitable for both shipping and for intimate viewing. 
Second, it proves that court artists based in Istanbul were being commissioned to create 
various versions of similarly formal, highly canonized, yet at the same time innovative 
portraits of Selim III. These two points show that prior to the accession of Mahmud II 
there was a tested pattern for creating officially-sanctioned images at the Ottoman court 
in Istanbul which could then be multiplied at a secondary location and later circulated to 
foreign courts (where they may in turn be reproduced for an even wider circulation to 
meet commercial demand, even if that was not the intention in the case of Selim III). 
Mahmud II and his propagandists would have been aware of this pattern as he came to 
the throne, and it must have colored their vision of what Mahmud II’s portraiture would 
look like and how his larger visual propaganda campaign would circulate. 
The foregoing example draws up a partial answer to the question of how official 
portraits of foreign rulers reached the court and how they were related to Ottoman elite 
production in the late eighteenth and the early nineteenth century. It also demonstrates 
how, in the wake of Napoleonic invasions and widespread revolutionary activity, 
traditional ideals used to represent monarchical power could be adjusted to make more 
effective propaganda tools (in this case, to push the ideas of mutual “friendship and 
sincerity”). In the coming decades, visual ideals of modernity, in some cases predicated 
on military strength and leadership ability rather than strictly dynastic or religious rights 
to rule, were conflated with both longstanding representations of power and reform-




The Case of the Commercial: The Young Album and Cross-Cultural Production 
With the commissioning of the Schiavonetti print, Selim III became the first 
sultan to utilize the foreign-based printing press to produce dynastic propaganda. From 
his reign onward, prints of sultans’ portraits and ceremonial scenes were produced for 
distribution among Ottoman statesmen and ambassadors as well as foreign diplomats and 
rulers.85 A series of sultans’ portraits known as the Kapıdağlı Series, commissioned by 
Selim III from the Ottoman-Greek artist Kostantin Kapıdağlı (Figure 1.7), became one of 
the most well-known sources of such images and was copied into a variety of media, 
including a scroll-format version in the Topkapı collection (Figure 1.8). Because the 
series was prepared for production in print media by the English mezzotintist John 
Young,86 it is also known as The Young Album.87 
In her analysis of the Young Album, Mary Roberts has argued for its inherent 
transcultural status, not only because its aesthetic sources are pulled from both European 
and Ottoman materials, but because of its complicated history as a collection of physical 
objects.88 Günsel Renda has pointed out that the series is a prime example of European 
conventions, including linear perspective, chiaroscuro, and trompe-l’oeil in the service of 
Ottoman propaganda. The twenty-eight original gouache portraits painted by Kapıdağlı 
follow a form popularized in the European context: a standing, half-length, three-quarter 
 
85 Renda, “European Artists at the Ottoman Court,” 222.  
86 The story of the commission was added to the album itself in its commercial print run by John 
Young. See Renda, “Selim III’s Portraits,” 227–238. There are almost eighty copies in the Topkapı 
Collection (TSM H/2614–2694). 
87 Mary Roberts, Istanbul Exchanges, 15. 




view figure in a medallion frame suspended over a vignette representing memorable 
deeds. Kapıdağlı had of course experimented with this format in his design for the 
Schiavonetti print, but Young’s mezzotint process offered an even more subtle handling 
of the form and shading of the original painting. While taking advantage of the 
naturalistic capabilities of the latest technology, the design retained clear references to 
Ottoman source material, including the format of the silsilename, or dynastic genealogy, 
and techniques of earlier artists such as Osman and Levnī.89 Additionally, for the 
historical details of the vignettes, Kapıdağlı must have referred to Ottoman historical 
texts, such as ʿOsmānzāde Aḥmed Tāʾib’s (d. 1724) Hadīkatü’l-Mülūk (The Garden of 
Princes), which includes accounts of sultans’ conquests, achievements, and personal 
lives.90 In this way, the series is an excellent example of blending Ottoman and European 
techniques and source materials. Kapıdağlı’s success is made clear by the fact that the 
series was produced throughout the nineteenth and into the twentieth century, often and 
in many mediums, including, for example, a photographic carte de visite format by the 
Abdullah Frères.91  
 
89 British admiral Adolphus Slade, who eventually became an admiral in the Ottoman Navy, recalls in 
typical Orientalizing terms his having been shown a genealogical scroll of sultan’s portraits stored in 
the palace treasury. He finds it ironic that they are not more well-known, since “[Mahmud II] has been 
so highly panegyrized for having had the civilization to disregard the Koran, and have his likeness 
taken.” Slade, Records of Travels in Turkey, Greece &c: A Cruise in the Black Sea, with The Capitan 
Pasha, in the years 1829, 1830, and 1831, 2 vols. (London: Saunders and Otley, 1833), 1:469. 
90 Kangal (ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, 444. The use of the vignette was popular among contemporaries, 
for example, Joseph II, Holy Roman Emperor (1741–1790) had a print in a medallion over a 
landscape commemorating a military victory in a similar format in 1788. An example is in the 
collection of the New York Public Library b16492080. 
https://digitalcollections.nypl.org/items/510d47df-e315-a3d9-e040-e00a18064a99 
91 At least twenty versions were produced during the reign of Abdülmecid (r. 1839–1861). They are 





Yet this success was not realized by the project’s initial patron. Shortly after 
Selim III had approved the first images for private production, a janissary insurrection, 
touched off by the fear that they would be replaced by the sultan’s Niẓām-ı Cedīd, threw 
the Empire’s capital into chaos on 29 May 1807.92 Reactionary conservatism thrived in 
the aftermath of the insurrection, putting a temporary halt to any reform efforts. Artistic 
and cultural patronage – outside of those productions directly linked to the enthronement 
ceremonies of the new sultan, Mustafa IV (r. 29 May 1807–28 July 1808) – were put on 
hold. When news of the coup reached Bayrakdar Mustafa Pasha, the loyalist Ottoman 
governor of Rusçuk, he organized a counter-coup with the goal of putting Selim III back 
on the throne. Bayrakdar’s Albanian troops successfully stormed Topkapı Palace, but not 
before the rebels executed Selim III. However, Mustafa IV’s half-brother, Prince 
Mahmud, managed to survive by hiding. Shortly after ascending the throne himself, 
Sultan Mahmud II had Mustafa strangled, ensuring his position as the last surviving male 
heir of the Ottoman dynasty. 
In 1815, by which time Mahmud had been on the throne for several years, Young 
petitioned the court for permission to finish the project and, because he had already made 
a significant financial investment in making the plates for series, to sell some of the 
 
to the Kapıdağlı models are: TSM H. 1896, H. 2027, 17/203, SL 1183, Berlin Staatsbibliothek 3064, 
and three in private collections. See Renda, “Portraits: the last century,” 444. A full list of these series 
can be found in Renda, Batılılaşma Döneminde Türk Resim Sanatı, cat. 26, 27, 28, 29; Renda, A 19th 
Century Album. 
92 The janissaries, once an elite unit of the Ottoman military, had by the late eighteenth century 




albums commercially to recoup his costs.93 When the print run was eventually carried 
out, the series was augmented with the portraits of Mustafa IV (r. 29 May 1807–28 July 
1808) and Mahmud II (r. 1808–1839), along with an introduction detailing the conditions 
of secrecy attached to the original production.94 The source of these later portraits is 
unknown, but they closely resemble Kapıdağlı’s style, meaning that they were likely 
produced in Istanbul and sent to London, adding another layer to the cross-cultural 
history of the series.95 The final two portraits are rectangular in composition, rather than 
set into medallions, and the figures are enthroned rather than standing. The image of 
Mahmud II (Figure 1.9) shows him enthroned, in three-quarters profile, dressed in a 
yellow kaftan lined with dark sable and a turban fastened with a diamond-encrusted 
çelenk holding a plume of bird-of-paradise feathers. The image so closely resembles the 
rectangular-format portrait of Selim III sent to Napoleon, particularly in the details of the 
kaftan’s drapery and the form of the çelenk, that it is possible that this earlier portrait 
served as a direct reference.  
Acknowledging the blended natures of the source materials and cross-cultural 
journeys involved in the production of the Kapıdağlı Series /Young Album is essential in 
 
93 Roberts, Istanbul Exchanges, 31, footnote 27. 
94 Nebahat Avcıoğlu has recently demonstrated in detail how the Young Album was later augmented 
with photographic portraits of Abdülaziz, Murad V, and Abdülhamid II. See Avcıoğlu, “Immigrant 
Narratives: The Ottoman Sultan Portraits in Elisabeth Leitner’s Family Photo Album of 1862–1873,” 
Muqarnas 36 (December 2018): 1–36. These photos were taken by the famous Abdullah Brothers and 
Vasilaki Kargopulo. For more on the development of photography in the Ottoman Empire, see 
Bahattin Öztuncay, The Photographers of Constantinople – Pioneers, Studios and Artists from 19th 
century Istanbul 2 vols. (Istanbul: Istanbul Aygaz, 2006) and Engin Özendes, Photography in the 
Ottoman Empire 1839–1923 (Istanbul: Haşet Kitabevi, 1987). 




understanding why it remained a popular model for Ottoman sultans’ portraiture for so 
long. It also gives us an idea of what role those images played in exposing the genre to a 
wider audience in both official and commercial realms. The masterful success of the 
original series and its transmission on a mass-produced scale signaled an unprecedented 
turn in visibility for the officially-sanctioned sultan’s image. The Kapıdağlı Series /Young 
Album therefore is a touchstone for evidence of stylistic and cultural exchange, but it is 
also a fascinating example of how a courtly commission can be repurposed for 
commercial gain. 
The portrait of Mahmud II from the Kapıdağlı Series /Young Album was copied or 
shared a model with other images of the sultan produced at court. An example in the 
Kıraç Album, a genealogical series of sultans’ portraits from the early nineteenth century, 
shares its subject, composition, and proportions. However, it also includes a background 
that does not appear in the printed series: heavy drapery, tasseled tie-backs, and a 
squared-off column from which hangs a calligraphic panel reading, “ʿAdlī,” meaning 
“The Just” or “The Righteous.” Mahmud II wrote poetry under this nom de plume, but it 
also appeared in the same calligraphic form as part of his tughra, stamped on coins 
minted throughout the empire, inscribed on plaques marking the patronage of imperial 
buildings, and embroidered onto costly curtains and textile hangings.96 Apart from the 
idiosyncratic inclusion of the calligraphic panel, the same background details seem to be 
drawn from the printed version of the portrait of Selim III sent to Napoleon, as well as the 
 
96 For example, the gold two altın coin minted in Edirne in 1223–1224 /1830–1831, an example of 
which is in the collection of the American Numismatic Society 1952.91.2. from Edirne to Tripoli 




Sotheby’s copy of the “double Mahmuds” album introduced in the beginning of this 
chapter. This instance underlines the fact that artists and patrons continued to copy 
aspects from a standard model, yet never stopped innovating as they strove to connect 
their patron to the ideal of his illustrious past.  
It was through the Kapıdağlı Series /Young Album (and its derivatives) that the 
genre of the sultan’s portrait album, largely confined to courtly circles from the sixteenth 
to eighteenth centuries, experienced an increase in viewership in new contexts. The 
album’s commercial success in London resulted from a convergence of factors, including 
an increased demand in printed images in general, but no doubt also fueled by Orientalist 
curiosity about the “exotic” east.97 By granting official permission for The Young Album 
to be published in a run that would be distributed to a foreign, commercial audience, the 
sultan was already participating – whether intentionally or not – in bringing about the 
unprecedented increase in ruler visibility that we will see peak later in his reign.  
Young’s upscale album opened the door to the large-scale commercial production 
of similar sultan’s portrait prints, including a proliferation of bust-format images 
executed on the model of Achille Deveria’s 1829 lithograph (Figure 1.10), some of which 
would have been affordable to a much larger urban audience.98 The images were of 
varying quality depending on the method and means of productions and often contained 
 
97 Edward Said, Orientalism (London Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1978). A great body of scholarly 
work has been done concerning Said’s 1978 publication. For the colonial context, see Tim Barringer 
and Tom Flynn, eds., Colonialism and the Object: Empire, Material Culture, and the Museum 
(London: Routledge, 1998). For an application to the Ottoman context, see Wendy Shaw, Possessors 
and Possessed: Museums, Archaeology, and the Visualization of History in the Late Ottoman Empire 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003). 




multilingual captions (Figures 1.11–1.15).99 In terms of production and circulation, this 
was not dissimilar to modes that had been in practice since images of Sultan Süleyman I 
were printed in the sixteenth century, though the industrialization of many of these 
commercial printing processes made them available on a much wider scale. Reports of 
viewership may have been one way for Ottoman diplomatic agents to measure the 
success of the sultan’s public-facing image for foreign audiences, an increasingly 
important contingent as the Ottomans looked to increase their diplomatic relations with 
foreign leaders as well as in the rise of public opinion of local Ottoman actors in the Age 
of Revolutions. The following sections will address the lives of the sultan’s portrait in the 
commercial realm, where it was drawn, painted, and printed for sale as single sheets to be 
bound into albums or as illustrations in manuscripts.  
The Case of the Commercial: Costume Albums 
With the publication of the Young Album in 1815, an officially-approved example 
from the genre of the sultans’ portrait series entered into the commercial realm at the 
same time that demand was spiking among Western European audiences. However, 
commercial demand for single-sheet images of the sultan had existed on the domestic 
market since at least the seventeenth century, when it became popular for foreign 
travelers to Ottoman lands to compile souvenir costume albums.100 Visiting foreigners, 
 
99 A Cropped copy with the inscription “Sur Mahmoud II” exists in the NYPL collection: Universal 
Unique Identifier (UUID): 7b855c90-c58e-012f-01f5-58d385a7bc34 
https://digitalcollections.nypl.org/items/6b9f0723-ac96-1ff7-e040-e00a1806427a 
IMAGE ID1702352. 
100 For an overview of European costume books, see Erin Hyde Nolan, “Ottomans Abroad: The 





and in particular individuals connected to Western-European diplomatic circles, were 
fascinated by the hierarchized sartorial codes of the Ottoman court and returned home 
with extensive visual records of different costumes. In this way, the image of the sultan – 
which very often was inserted as the frontispiece to a collection – found itself circulated 
among foreign elite diplomatic and academic circles through less-than-official 
channels.101 A typical example in the Edwin Binney collection shows a generic, full-
length view of the sultan in an orange, fur-lined kaftan with diamond frogging and a 
turban with a tall plume (Figure 1.16). Despite their different use functions, foreign-
oriented costume albums often shared forms and iconography with imperial dynastic 
albums, such as the Konya album at the start of this chapter. The genres often converged, 
sharing overlapping iconography, and more often than not artists and workshops.102 
Like the “double Mahmuds” in the introduction to this chapter, unofficial travel 
and souvenir albums mimicked the imperial desire to depict the two versions of Mahmud 
II as “before-and-after” images, temporally straddling the reforms of 1829. For example, 
two albums recently sold at auction at Sotheby’s (Figures 1.17 and 1.18) have brought to 
light two instances of the “double Mahmud” pattern. The first was compiled by Sir 
 
University, 2017), 171–180. See also Bronwen Wilson, “Venice, Print, and the Early Modern Icon,” 
Urban History 33, no. 1 (2006): 39–64. 
101 Leslie Meral Schick, “Ottoman Costume Album in a Cross-Cultural Context,” in Art Turc: 10e 
Congrès international d’art turc (Geneva, 1999), 625–628. 
102 Artists working in Istanbul in the eighteenth century, such as Jean-Baptiste Hilair, worked in both 
portraiture and costume album genre. For examples, see Hilair’s illustrations in Marie Gabriel Florent 
Auguste de Choiseul-Gouffier, Voyage pittoresque de la Grèce (J.J. Blaise : Paris, 1782–1822) ; 
Ignatius Mouradgea d’Ohsson, Tableau Général de l’Empire Othoman (Paris, 1787–1788). For a 
thorough analysis of the cross-cultural network among which these prints were conceived, produced, 
and distributed, see Elisabeth Fraser, Mediterranean Encounters: Artists between Europe and the 




Baldwin Wake Walker, an Englishman who served as an admiral in the Turkish Navy 
from 1838–1845, where he was known as Yavir Pasha. In addition to the two images of 
Mahmud II, the Walker album contains eighteen other costume pages, including the 
young Prince Abdülmecid, members of the Ottoman court, and military figures, as well 
as a number of botanical images, all gathered into a red and gilt morocco binding. The 
second, for which we do not have an identified compiler, contains ninety-one watercolor 
drawings, each mounted on brown paper, labeled in ink or pencil, and fixed into a brown 
half morocco binding. Because of the ad-hoc nature of albums, both works would have 
been suited to the individual taste and budget of their respective compilers. Yet their 
overlapping content speaks to the availability and apparent demand for a certain type of 
image, that is, one that appeared to continue seamlessly the established format of the 
costume plate.103  
Both costume albums contained a nearly identical set of two images of Mahmud 
II before and after his dress reforms. The “before” image is a full-length figure, showing 
the sultan standing against a blank background, wearing a green, fur-lined kaftan with 
diamond frogging, turban with a tall feather plume, and yellow slippers. The “after” 
images follow the same full-length, standing pose and isolated composition, but show the 
sultan wearing a version of his new uniform: a mauve tunic and trousers, long cape, red 
fez with a tassel and plume, and heeled black boots. Each of the four images in the two 
 
103 According to Sotheby’s, similar collections were sold on 4 November 2010, lot 96 (161 drawings), 
titled “Costumes civils et militaires Ottomans en 1829,” and 28 May 2002, lot 298 (50 drawings), 







Sotheby’s albums are labeled in English in such a way that points out the chronological 
order of the costume change, respectively: “Sultan Mahmoud 2nd in his Old Costume,” 
“Sultan Mahmoud 2nd in the European Dress,” “Mahmoud 2nd (old Costume) Sultan,” and 
“Mahmoud 2nd Sultan.” It is tempting to read into the second scenario the idea that not all 
contemporary foreign interlopers saw the sultan’s costume change as derivative of 
European style, but the variety is more realistically a reflection of the knowledge and 
priorities of their respective (English-speaking) owner-compilers.  
The Sotheby’s examples are significant because they provide a glimpse into the 
interests of the foreign collector-compiler as well as the simultaneous commercial 
availability of a variety of images of the sultan. The juxtaposition of these images was a 
way of working through the larger visual shifts that were occurring during the top-down 
reform process, whether that enactment was occurring in the displays of vendors at the 
market, in the physical process of album-binding, or in the later action of album-viewing. 
Of greater interest to the present study, however, the Sotheby’s albums prove that the 
“double Mahmud” phenomenon was present beyond the insular world of elite 
genealogical album production. The picturing of the sultan in a similar manner, but in 
dissimilar dress was a subject that spoke to viewers in a variety of positions as indeed the 
massive reform process that it represented had ramifications both at home and abroad.  
The Auspicious Incident and the New Image 
Continuing the modernizing agenda of Selim III was a primary goal for Mahmud 




continued to be rejected by the janissaries.104 To solve this problem, the sultan declared 
the replacement of the janissaries on 15 June 1826, inciting the troops to rebel in the 
streets. Having anticipated the uprising, a contingent of loyal officers, armed with 
modern, imported weapons, violently suppressed the janissaries in what became known 
as the “Auspicious Incident” (Vaḳʿa-i Ḫayriyye). By eliminating the single greatest 
political and martial force opposing reform, this event would have far-reaching impacts 
on the viability of the sultan’s centralizing programs. 
Almost immediately after the Auspicious Incident, Mahmud II began to conduct 
drills of his new troops, “arranged in European order and going through the new form of 
exercise.”105 Although the troops– as many as two thousand men – were dressed in 
various fashion, the sultan himself was, “dressed in the Egyptian fashion, armed with 
pistols and sabre, and on his head in place of the Imperial turban was a sort of Egyptian 
bonnet.” This observation, made by the British Ambassador in Istanbul, Sir Stratford 
Canning, points out that, while the new style of dress may have included Western-
European components, they reached the sultan through the intermediation of Mehmed 
Ali’s troops in North Africa. What Canning may not have realized was that some 
 
104 Mustafa Gökçek, “Centralization During the Era of Mahmud II,” in Osmanlı Araştırmaları /The 
Journal of Ottoman Studies XXI (Istanbul, 2001): 237–255. See also Uriel Heyd, “The Ottoman 
Ulema and Westernization in the Time of Selim III and Mahmud II,” Scripta Hierosolymitana, 9 
(1961) and Carter V. Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte, 1789–
1922 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1980). 
105 Canning records the announcement of the official abolition of the janissaries as having occurred on 
17 June and the exercises on 20 June. Stanley Lane-Poole, Life of Sir Stratford Canning, vol. 1 
(London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1888), 421; Stratford Caning to George Canning, 20 June 1826, 
quoted in Philip Mansel, Dressed to Rule. Royal and Court Costume from Louis XIV to Elizabeth II 




elements of the uniform, such as trousers and berets, had been tested in certain battalions 
of Selim III’s Niẓām-ı Cedīd, meaning that the sartorial symbolism of the new uniform 
had the additional layer of referencing the legacy of Mahmud II’s predecessor on the 
throne. In 1828, a standardized version of the uniform, including setre (jacket), trousers, 
boots, and fez, was imposed upon the new troops, called the ʿAsākir-i Manṣūre-i 
Muhammediyye, or the “Victorious Soldiers of Muhammad.” These new uniforms 
functioned as a marker of loyalty to the person of the sultan as well as a highly visible 
way of distancing the new troops from the janissaries’ reputation for disloyalty, 
corruption, and defeat.106  
In 1829, a version of the uniform was prescribed for members of the central 
bureaucracy, where it took on the additional function of erasing established markers of 
rank and religious identity.107 In both the military and bureaucratic cases, both central 
tenets of the reform program, the uniform played a highly visual and symbolic role, 
clearly marking those who had been reformed and uniting them under the personal 
leadership of the sultan. Therefore, while the uniform clearly borrowed mixed European 
and Eurasian forms, its function as part of the sultan’s reform program made them 
 
106 In fact, it is reported that the brass buttons on the jackets, though imported, were stamped with the 
sultan’s tughra Pala, 1995, 38. According to Reşad Ekrem Koçu, it was originally planned that the 
troops would wear the shubara – a traditional Serbian wool cap – but it was changed after the fez was 
introduced to Mahmud II by Admiral Mehmed Hüsrev Pasha. Reşad Ekrem Koçu, Türk, Giyim, 
Kuşam ve Süsleme Sözlüğü (Ankara: Sümerbank Yayınları, 1967), 113, 219. According to Patricia 
Baker, “The Fez in Turkey: A Symbol of Modernization?” Costume XX (1986): 74–76, the fez was an 
acceptable alternative because of its existing use in the Egyptian army by Mehmed Ali. Both are cited 
by Charlotte Jirousek, “The Transition to Mass Fashion System Dress in the Later Ottoman Empire,” 
in Consumption Studies and the History of the Ottoman Empire, 1550–1922, ed. Donald Quataert 
(New York: State University of New York Press, 2000).  




distinctly Ottoman products. That images of the sultan were produced almost 
immediately in the new uniform is suggested by the Walker album, which contains blank 
pages watermarked “J Whatman 1829.” Indeed, the uniforms, sartorial laws, and 
associated markers (including medals and medallions) would come to have far-reaching 
implications for Ottoman identity at large and would become a flash-point in the 
negotiations of power within provincial territories of the Empire itself (which will be 
discussed in detail in chapter 4 of this dissertation).  
Mahmud II’s new military uniform, as a sartorial symbol, not only signified 
reform along modern lines, but carried with it a political charge linked with the powerful 
show of autocratic power demonstrated by the Vaḳʿa-i Ḫayriyye. Depictions of the sultan 
wearing the uniform therefore inextricably linked the representation of his person to his 
role as a brutal, but effective reformer who was willing to destroy his own military when 
they rose up against his reform program. It marked him as the military leader of a unified, 
improved military body that had the ability to adapt, adopt, and improve upon technology 
imported from foreign sources, as long as it was under his personal direction. Adding this 
gloss to the sultan’s public persona carried with it the additional benefit of confirming the 
viability of the centralized state. One way of successfully disseminating his new image – 
and harnessing the international political clout it had the potential to generate – was for 
the sultan to take initiative with the commissioning of new works on paper.  
Direct Action: Performing Portrait-commissioning 
Following the abolition of the janissaries, Mahmud II carried out an extensive 




the person of the sultan as well as through images, symbols, and ceremonies carried out 
on his behalf.108 Part of the motivation for the revision of the sultan’s image, as I argue in 
this section, was to counteract existing images deemed unflattering, disadvantageous or 
simply out of date. Now that he could make the changes, how would the sultan go about 
letting everyone know about them? The sultan was certainly aware of the power of 
printed depictions, as demonstrated in the commercial success of the Kapıdağlı Series 
/Young Album, and was likely also made aware of the existence of images of himself for 
sale in the bazaars of his own domain. Official records of attempts to censor or control 
the sale of royal images on the domestic market in the 1820s and 30s have not been 
located, but unofficial reports of commissions do exist in foreign travel books and 
newspapers. In one instance, disapproval of an existing image is reported to have been 
directly linked to the initiative to create a more suitable work.   
The sultan reportedly encountered the unsatisfactory image during a visit to the 
summer estate of Baroness de Hübsch, widow of the late Danish Ambassador at Pera, in 
June of 1829.109 During the unusually informal call, the sultan toured the gardens, 
listened to the latest foreign songs on the piano, and viewed sketches made by the 
 
108 Darin Stephanov, Ruler Visibility and Popular Belonging in the Ottoman Empire, 1808–1908 
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2018). 
109 A number of American and French papers circulated the story with various details. See The 
Washington National Intelligencer (Washington, DC), 28 October 1829, 3, citing Le Courrier de 
Smyrne (Izmir, Turkey), 21 June 1829. https://newspaperarchive.com/washington-national-
intelligencer-oct-28-1829-p-3/; Genius of Liberty (Leesburg, Va) 29 August 1829, 2, citing Le 
Messager des Chambres, 6 August 1829, no. 218, 2–3, citing Gazette de Smyrne 28 June 1829; Niles’ 





Baroness’ daughter, Mademoiselle Emilie.110 When the sultan asked to view the family’s 
art collection, he noticed the portrait of himself among the works and asked the women of 
the household to share their opinion on the likeness. They responded – perhaps with the 
exaggerated flattery of one in the presence of a sovereign – that he was both younger and 
better-looking in person. Apparently taking this compliment at face value, the sultan 
requested that Emilie use her talent to sketch a more naturalistic (yet flattering) likeness 
on the spot. Emilie declined to make the sultan’s portrait that afternoon. However, the 
sultan’s semi-public actions, which entered the public eye via the virtual echo chamber of 
the international press, in a way allowed the sultan to redraw his own portrait. In contrast 
to the wizened, severe stereotype that the reader imagines hung on the wall, which were 
readily available on the commercial market in Istanbul as well as abroad, the anecdote 
relates the sultan as a down-to-earth, amiable but dignified sovereign who considered the 
opinions of residents of his domain in a just and reasonable manner. Although records of 
censorship of the sultan’s image may be waiting to be found in the archives, one imagines 
that this public, performative mode of “replacing” rather than “erasing” an undesirable 
image fit in with the wider rhetoric of Mahmud II as an enlightened reformer rather than 
 
110 This was probably Emilie Julie Sophie de Hübsch (1785–1862). The Hübsch family were members 
of a group of Levantines with power and status in the affairs of Pera. Historically they were merchants 
and bankers with a respectable reputation. The family is sometimes referred to as Hübsch von 
Grossthal, the German transmutation of their Ottoman estate in Büyükdere (literally “big hill”). The 
late Baron Hübsch senior was apparently a personal friend of Sultan Selim. See Alexander H. de 
Groot, “Dragomans’ Careers: The Change of Status in some Families connected with the British and 
Dutch Embassies at Istanbul, 1785–1829,” in Friends and Rivals in the East: Studies in Anglo-Dutch 
Relations in the Levant from the Seventeenth to the Early Nineteenth Century, ed. Alastair Hamilton, 
Alexander H. de Groot and Maurits H. van den Boogert (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 238. For the family’s 
intermarriage with other powerful families in diplomatic circles, see Mihail-Dimitri Sturdza, 
Dictionnaire historique et généalogique des grandes familles de Grèce, d’Albanie et de 




a capricious, reactive “Oriental despot.”  
Reports of the visit carry within themselves an unabashed Eurocentric bias, but it 
would be wrong to assume that the sultan did not take very seriously the opinion of his 
European, expatriate, and Levantine residents (even Frankish, Christian women of no 
official independent diplomatic standing) in Istanbul. His concern for this audience is 
demonstrated further on in the reports, where Mahmud II reserves for Emilie a tent from 
which she could take sketches of the upcoming Kurban bayram (Eid al-Adha holiday) 
celebrations.111 Emilie was to sketch the hem-kissing ceremony wherein the sultan’s 
high-ranking officers paid him homage.112 The ceremony was conventionally held in 
front of the Bābü's-saʿādet (Gate of Felicity) in the second courtyard of the Topkapı 
Palace,113 which serves as the background for visual depictions of similar ceremonies, 
such as Kapıdağlı’s famous depiction of Selim III in 1789.114 In 1829, however, the event 
took place in an open meadow in Büyükdere, an area to the north of Pera where many 
commercially and politically powerful Levantine families, including the de Hübschs, had 
 
111 Kurban bayram is known in Arabic as Eid al-Adha and is one of the two main religious Islamic 
holidays. It takes place over four days, from 10–13 Dhū al-Ḥijjah (Ẕī l-ḥicce in Ottoman) which 
would have been H 10 Ẕī l-ḥicce  1244–13 Ẕī l-ḥicce 1244 or M 13 June 1829–16 June 1829. 
112 Adolphus Slade claims that the ceremony of kissing the hem of the sultan’s garment was modified 
to involve the kissing of the sultan’s foot in March of 1836. Turkey, Greece and Malta, vol. 1 
(London: Saunders and Otley, 1837), 348. 
113 This gate marked the boundary between the public, administrative part of the palace and the 
sultan’s private quarters. For the ceremonial and political symbolism of this location in the early 
modern period, see Gülru Necipoğlu, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power: The Topkapı Palace in 
the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991), 88–90.  
114 See also Stanislaw Chlebowski’s depiction of Abdülaziz in the courtyard ca. 1865–1876. National 




their summer estates.115 Staging court-sponsored holiday spectacles here guaranteed that 
the sultan’s magnificence would be witnessed by an audience with strong diplomatic and 
commercial ties to foreign courts.116 This was a calculated move by the sultan, who surely 
hoped that this controlled performance would support his public image through 
descriptions published at home and abroad.117   
The report of Mahmud II’s personal interaction with the de Hübsch women 
demonstrates that the sultan did pay attention to and was receptive of western-facing 
aesthetics as they presented themselves within his domain. Moreover, it shows us that the 
sultan had an active role in commissioning new images and was aware of the great degree 
to which foreign audiences could be influenced by his printed image (both visual and 
textual). I am not trying to claim here that the sultan’s extensive image-reformation 
campaign was motivated by a single chance encounter with an unflattering image. Rather, 
I am suggesting that this anecdotal report demonstrates one way in which the sultan’s in-
person presence could intervene with the reception of his painted or printed image. 
 
115 Edhem Eldem, “Istanbul: From Imperial to Peripheralized Capital,” in The Ottoman City between 
East and West: Aleppo, Izmir, and Istanbul, ed. Edhem Eldem, Daniel Goffman, and Bruce Masters 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 135–206. Pera was also an important area of the city 
for experiments in modernization. For the complex changes of Istanbul’s urban fabric, especially in 
regards to infrastructure, see Zeynep Çelik, The Remaking of Istanbul: Portrait of an Ottoman City in 
the Nineteenth Century (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1986). For the shift in focus to 
Bosphorus-side mansions starting in the eighteenth century, see Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures.  
116 Another evidence of the sultan’s mixing western tastes with the Ottoman ceremony was his 
inclusion of an orchestra directed by Donizetti. Traditionally the mehter takımı (military band) had 
played this important role. Sargon Erdem, “Bayram,” TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: Türkiye 
Diyanet Vakfi, 2020), https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/bayram. 
117 Amateur artists and authors with connections to diplomatic circles made up networks that 
facilitated the exchange of artworks between culturally diverse groups. For these networks, see Fraser, 




Moreover, it shows that Mahmud II acknowledged that a foreign, diplomatically-
connected audience existed and consumed his image. In this way, interactions with 
members of that audience, no matter how staged or biased their response, could have 
acted as motivating factors in Mahmud II’s extensive re-making of his image.    
The Case of the Commercial: The Fulgenzi Album 
By the third decade of the nineteenth century, as printing technologies, 
practitioners, and demand appeared in greater numbers within the Empire, domestic 
printing of the sultan’s portrait became a profitable commercial venture. Smyrna-based 
printing and publishing company Fulgenzi & Fils Graveurs made at least two different 
images of the sultan that have survived in album compilations. Gwendollyn Collaço has 
recently brought scholarly attention to one example, housed in the Fine Arts Library at 
Harvard.118 Analyzing the album as a comprehensive object, she argues that its inclusion 
of portraits of rebel leaders, including Mehmed Ali of Egypt119 and other politically 
significant actors, such as the recently-enthroned King Otto of newly-independent 
Greece, would have appealed to an American owner. In the early nineteenth century, an 
 
118 Harvard Fine Arts Library, XCAGE GT1400. C65 1838; a second Fulgenzi Album is in Hays 
Military Collection, Brown University Library. Gwendolyn Collaço, Prints and Impressions from 
Ottoman Smyrna. The Collection de costumes civils et militaires, scenes populaires, et vues de l’Asie-
Mineure Album (1836–38) at Harvard University’s Fine Arts Library. With historical comments by 
Evangelia Balta & Richard Wittmann. Memoria. Fontes minors ad Historiam Imperii Ottomanici 
Pertinetes, vol. 4 (Bonn: Max Weber Stiftung, 2019), 10, 
https://perspectivia.net/publikationen/memoria/collaco_smyrna. 
119 The most significant among these personalities is Mehmed Ali of Egypt, who was a major 
modernizer in his own right and often provided the impetus from which the sultan drew inspiration, 
for example, in the reformation of military dress and the implementation of a state-run newspaper. At 
the time of the Fulgenzi Album’s publication, the rebellious governor would have been involved in his 
Syrian campaign (1831–41). See Fahmy, All the Pasha’s Men, in particular, “Between Sultan and 




American point of view would have sympathized with the idea of fighting for 
representative government against the control of a sovereign power.120 For the purposes 
of this current chapter, however, I am not examining the ideologies that motivated the 
compiler, but the ideologies that led to the demand for and availability of the printed 
image of the sultan on the domestic commercial market.  
In some ways, the prints of the Fulgenzi album are similar in content to the 
watercolor drawings sold at Sotheby’s, described above. It is also decidedly different in 
its emphasis on individual portraits among the more typical, generic costume plates.121 Of 
the twenty-five images, covering Ottoman and Greek subjects, most can be dated to 1836 
or 1837, nearly a decade after the dress reform of the late 1820s. The Fulgenzi album is 
also notable for its trilingual captions in French, Greek, and Ottoman Turkish, which 
speaks to a wider audience as compared to the hand-written English labels of the 
Sotheby’s albums. Most significantly, although the Fulgenzi album contains “double 
Mahmuds,” they are not “before-and-after” costume plates showing a generic figure 
defined by the clothes of his office alone, but portraits of a singular, charismatic leader 
defined by his countenance and actions as a military leader. 
Mahmud II first appears in the frontispiece to the collection, an established 
placement for the ruler as mentioned above (Figure 1.19). Equestrian portraits were not 
unusual in the genre of sultans’ portraits, and in the seventeenth century, it was a favored 
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to the nineteenth century. For examples, see Hans Georg Majer, “Individualized Sultans and Sexy 
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type in addition to the enthroned sultan.122 While the placement and image type adheres 
to the established conventions of costume albums, the overall effect is a portrait of a 
modern man. The sultan sits astride his mount in the “European manner,” with his knees 
extended and the toes of his Wellington boots – fixed with steel spurs – locked into long 
stirrups. It may seem a minor point of posture to today’s viewer, but Mahmud II’s riding 
manner, and its Western-European connotations, was a major topic of discussion in travel 
literature and field reports of his day.123 Charles MacFarlane, who noted that the sultan 
used a “Frank military saddle” except during the procession to Friday prayers, 
pronounced him “the best horseman, à l’Européenne, in his regular army.”124  
We can contrast the Fulgenzi example with a print by J. Clarke (Figure 1.20), 
used as the frontispiece in MacFarlane’s account, where Mahmud rides à l’Turk, with 
short, fixed stirrups and bent knees. Clarke’s sultan is aloof; his indifferent gaze is 
directed somewhere off the page and his left arm, bent to hold the horse’s reins, seems to 
block the viewer from closer examination of his magisterial personage. In the Fulgenzi 
print, in contrast, the sultan gestures outwards, perhaps to the viewer, with whom he 
locks eyes and smiles, a major breech of established Ottoman ceremonial conduct until 
the 1830s (see chapter 3). Addressing the viewer thus is not only an artistic novelty of the 
 
122 Artan, “Art and Architecture,” 424–427.  
123 For the genre of equestrian portraits in the Ottoman context, see Artan, “Art and Architecture,” 
424, and Esin Atıl, “The Art of the Book,” in Turkish Art, ed. Esin Atıl (Washington: Harry N 
Abrams, 1980), 137–238, 212. 
124 Charles Macfarlane, Constantinople in 1828. A Residence of Sixteen Months in the Turkish Capital 
and Provinces: with an account of the present state of the naval and military power, and of the 




pose, it draws a larger connection between this unofficial commercial production and the 
official, Istanbul-based portrait campaign under the auspices of the sultan directly. The 
face that addresses the viewer is a version of the standardized countenance – clear, 
dazzling eyes framed by arched brows, round, rosy cheeks and a smile framed by a jet-
black beard – repeated not only in works on paper, but in oil portraits (see chapter 3) and 
in small-scale medallions awarded as military decorations (see chapter 2). Furthermore, 
the Fulgenzi print bears significant similarities in pose and facial type to a painting by 
Paolo Verona in the Topkapı collection, from which its model may have been derived.125 
If that is the case, then the Fulgenzi print and its related commercial products, while not 
officially part of the central portrait campaign, took part in a shared response to public 
interest in the visual changes occurring as part of the central military reform program.  
While Mahmud II commissioned equestrian portraits from foreign painters 
visiting the court in Istanbul, there were also a number of portraits of the sultan on his 
horse produced at foreign printing houses for which no originals have yet been located. 
Listing the existing equestrian portraits of Mahmud II is outside the scope of my current 
project (there are quite a few in European collections), but by way of comparison, it is 
useful to mention two additional examples. The first, a lithograph in the Bibliothèque 
National by A. Maurin, dated to 1829 (Figure 1.21), is similar in pose and demeanor to 
the Clarke frontispiece. The sultan is astride his mount, heading to the right, his left hand 
 
125 TSM 17/122. It is possible that this portrait took part in an audience held for Lord Ponsonby, where 
“[t]he Sultan shewed[sic] [those present] a portrait, in a wide gilt frame, of himself on horseback, 
painted by some Sardinian artist. It was a resemblance, but indifferently executed.” John Auldjo, 
Journal of a Visit to Constantinople, and Some of the Greek Islands, in the Spring and Summer of 




holding the reigns, and his right hand on his hip, possibly resting on the hilt of a weapon. 
An example from the Austrian National Library shows the sultan’s horse in mid-gallop as 
the brandishes his scimitar (Figure 1.22). He is looking ahead towards his own troops, for 
whom he is presumably giving a demonstration. The German caption makes a point of 
describing the sultan’s attire as the new military costume, and though it appears to be an 
early version that has baggy pants, loose-fitting dolman, and rounded cap, it is a clear 
departure from the kaftan-and-turban. The unusually detailed background grounds the 
scene on an open plain outside of Istanbul, where a line of ordered cavalrymen carefully 
observe the sultan’s demonstration, and several others ride off to practice it themselves. 
The image would have made an excellent propaganda piece for illustrating Mahmud II’s 
position of active military leadership, but there is no evidence that this was an imperial 
commission. Until evidence surfaces that would suggest otherwise, both of these 
horseback images should be considered unofficial reports grounded in wider westernizing 
and modernizing trends surrounding the public-facing image of the sultan.  
The second printed portrait of Mahmud II in the Fulgenzi album is bound later in 
the album (Figure 1.23). It is a front-facing, standing portrait against a largely clear 
background, and bears resemblance to both costume album images and the new 
iconography of oil portraits executed by foreign artists such as Schlesinger (whose work I 
will discuss below). The details that are included in the background, rows of miniature 
soldiers and a palace or barracks in the new style popular in Istanbul, were a component 
of the oil portraits that were published and copied repeatedly. Although the oil portraits’ 




referencing his roles as reformer, modernizer, and commander-in-chief, functions in the 
same way that the vignettes of the Kapıdağlı Series /Young Album worked for Selim III. 
Therefore, the imagery could have been implemented into Mahmud II’s repertoire via 
previous Ottoman examples. Collaço identifies the pointing gesture, as the rhetorical “go 
forth” command, a gesture that I have elsewhere identified in relation to Mahmud II’s 
portraiture.126 As in the Schlesinger-type images, his central position at the helm of the 
troops underlines his central role as the leader of change towards a modern realm. At 
least two other copies of this portrait exist, one at the British Museum (Figure 1.24) and 
one with significant damage which has just been posted to online auction by the Istanbul-
based art gallery and auction house Alif Art (Figure 1.25). Viewing these prints side-by-
side, accounting for the fact that their digital images have not been shot in a standardized 
manner or calibrated for accuracy in color, it is clear that the application of color to the 
prints was done after the primary printing process was finished and very likely by 
different hands. This tells us that the Fulgenzi press was likely connected to a large 
workshop practice that was quickly churning out large quantities of images in this same 
vein to meet growing demand.  
Both the equestrian and standing compositions were popular types in painted and 
printed genres, and seemingly endless variations were produced depending on the quality 
of the materials at hand. The motivations and tastes of respective album-compilers 
differed on an individual basis, however, the fact that these works were purchased, 
 
126 Alison Terndrup, “Cross-Cultural Spaces in an Anonymously Painted Portrait of the Ottoman 
Sultan Mahmud II,” unpublished Master’s thesis at the University of South Florida, 2015. See also 




bound, presented, and preserved to the present day in multiple copies speaks to an 
overreaching awareness and interest in the image that the sultan was projecting. While 
these prints were probably not officially sanctioned portraits of the sultan, they do take 
part in the wider discourse surrounding his changing image. In the case of images that 
predate the campaign, it is possible that they, like the image owned by Baroness de 
Hübsh, helped to inspire the eventual turn towards publishing the new image. 
The Role of Print in Image-Dissemination: Schlesinger-type Imagery 
The Fulgenzi portrait showing Mahmud II standing in full length is useful for its 
transitional qualities in that it appears to take part in both the costume album tradition and 
a newer trend in sultanic iconography first explored by European artists at the Ottoman 
court working in oil painting. Artists working in large-format wall-hanging oil-on-canvas 
media favored grand Neoclassical and Romantic styles across many courts and cultural 
capitals, including Istanbul. One example of this Neoclassical style, generally credited by 
art historians with having touched off new iconographies in later images of Mahmud II, is 
that of the French artist Henri Guillaume Schlesinger (1814–1893).127 Schlesinger’s 
portrait of Mahmud II (Figure 1.26) is examined here not for its role in supporting 
material innovations (discussed in detail in chapter 3), but for its iconographic and 
compositional contributions to print work. Printed images appeared to disseminate 
faithful copies of oil paintings, but often made compositional changes to better suit 
technical processes or the needs of the artist team.128  
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The oil portrait, typical of Schlesinger’s oeuvre, was painted in 1839 and given as 
a gift to the reigning Louis-Phillippe.129 Its imposing iconography was heroic, and closely 
tied to the nineteenth-century European-facing idea of an ideal, enlightened ruler. The 
portrait depicts its subject in full length, turned three-quarters to the right, standing on a 
porch130 overlooking cavalry soldiers in the middleground and Istanbul’s skyline in the 
background. The sultan wears his navy frock coat with gold epaulettes, white trousers, 
red fez, and a gold-lined mauve cape. The cape is unfastened and drapes over both of his 
shoulders and the base of the stately column against which he leans, creating the effect of 
mirroring the heavy pink velvet curtain framing the composition. His gloved right hand 
holds the hem of his cape and his left glove against his hip, while his bare left hand rests 
against the column base, near the hilt of his sword, which is somewhat downplayed by 
the way it blends into the folds of the drapery. The message here, a common one in elite 
portraiture of the time, was that the sultan was an enlightened, gentlemanly ruler, 
prepared to take off the kid gloves of diplomacy to head up his military when necessary. 
A print version (Figure 1.27), identified by Renda in a private collection in Ankara, is 
inscribed ‘dessiné sur nature par Schlesinger,’ although no record of the artist having 
visited Istanbul in person has come to light.131 Another version (Figure 1.28), a copy of 
 
Istanbul Exchanges. 
129 This is around the same time the “Citizen King” converted the palace to a museum and received 
the Doors of Rhodes as a gift from Mahmud II.  
130 The porch was already in use as a setting for royal portraiture, see for example the French artist 
Jean-Baptiste Hilair’s painted portrait of Sultan Abdülhamid I. Kapıdağlı took advantage of the 
interplay of a richly-decorated indoor space with a view overlooking the sultan’s domains in his 
portrait of Selim III sitting on his throne in the marble pavilion in the Topkapı Palace, TSM 17/31.  




which I have located in the NYPL Digital Collections, is more ambiguously labeled 
‘Peint par Schlesinger,’ and labeled as having been engraved by Giroux. This example, 
although it does not geographically place the artist in Istanbul painting from a live model, 
does mark the print as clearly derivative of the painted form, for which Schlesinger has 
been given full authorship.132  
An anonymously-painted watercolor portrait in the Topkapi Palace Collection 
bears a significant compositional and iconographic relationship to the Schlesinger oil 
painting (Figure 1.29). It is also more closely linked to the centralized campaign works 
(that is, works for which we have archival proof of their production for the court in 
Istanbul) by the facial type, which appears to be copied from the medallion-format 
miniature portraits known as taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı (described in chapter 2).133 The 
sultan’s countenance as it was presented in the medallion format reached a larger 
audience abroad through print media, as demonstrated by a print by Edward Morton after 
Manas in the British Museum (Figure 1.30). An additional lettered proof in the collection 
contains the note that it was copied from a medallion presented to one “Sir Theophilus 
Lee.”134 According to a record in the Ottoman archives, a certain Englishman by the 
name “Teofils” received the medallion-format portrait in 1838, which could allow us to 
 
132 Print copies corresponding to a version of Giroux after Schlesinger include: BnF N2.28989.6, cited 
in the Bibliothèque Nationale Catalogue (1911); RCIN 618528 (which also lists Léopold Massard as 
the designer); and an eBay listing posted from France: https://www.ebay.fr/itm/Grande-gravure-
Portrait-de-MAHMOUD-KHAN-II-Empereur-des-Turcs-1839/163670133304?_trkparms. 
133 According to Renda, additional copies exist in the Palais de France and in private collections in 
Istanbul, “Portraits: the last century,” 452.  




trace the way in which the new facial type reached English print makers.135 This is 
significant because it opens the possibility that prints with the “official” countenance, as 
it was distributed in Istanbul in the 1830s, could have a foreign, European origin while 
maintaining fidelity to Mahmud II’s portraiture campaign. This was made possible by the 
inherently portable, reproducible nature of print works on paper support.  
The printed version of the full-length watercolor portrait shows the sultan in a 
clasped, navy cloak with his sword in his left hand. Instead of resting his hand against a 
large column base, he holds the hilt of a sword in his left hand, the end of the scabbard 
resting on the carpeted floor. Here, the porch features an Orientalizing column that does 
not seem to match any existing examples of Ottoman architecture, but does fit in with the 
general Ottoman Baroque and Neoclassical styles popular in nineteenth-century palaces 
such as Dolmabahçe, Beşiktaş, Beylerbeyi, Çırağan and Yıldız. A balustrade leads down 
to the cavalry soldiers of the middleground, but now the face of the horseman has been 
turned away from the viewer, only the top of his fez is visible as he reins in his horse. 
This was either the original for or a copy of what was sent to press to make a lithograph 
published in W. Lundeqvist, Reseminnen Från Orienten (Stockholm: 1839) (Figure 
1.31). Its inclusion in the manuscript suggests that the plate, and the watercolor original 
from which it was made, must have been completed earlier in the year. Further 
investigation could prove whether this dates the Topkapı watercolor earlier than the 
Schlesinger painting, which would have implications for individual authorship, but more 
importantly, offer insight into the ways that influential visual information flowed from 
 




artists physically based in Istanbul.  
 The assertion that this portrait type was made for and circulated among an 
Ottoman-speaking audience is further supported by a cropped version of the portrait 
(Figure 1.32) reproduced in a lithograph inscribed, “zīver efzā-i erīke-i salṭanat-i ʿos̠mānī 
sulṭān maḥmūd ḫān ġāzī” (Sultan Mahmud, warrior of the faith, who increases the 
ornament of the Throne of the Ottoman Sultanate). A related lithograph, this one using 
the porch background with a thin column and balustrade, was sold by Christie’s in 2012 
(Figure 1.33).136 While the orientation of the background stays the same, the pose of the 
sultan’s body is mirrored and his dress is changed to a Hussar’s jacket so that his sword is 
no longer swallowed up by his voluminous mantle. He rests his right hand on a table with 
two bound volumes, symbolizing the enlightened, gentlemanly aspect of his public 
identity. The blending of the Schlesinger-type portrait with various cropping techniques, 
simplifications, augmentations, and textual inscriptions illustrates how commercial and 
imperial production was interlaced. The mechanisms for production were bound together 
in ways that allowed works originally produced by court artists to be copied and sold in 
great quantities. This produced a “trickle-down” effect, where images that worked within 
the confines of court-appropriate vocabulary were later used as models for print media on 
a mass scale. At the same time, commercial productions that did not meet such criteria, 
such as the image Mahmud II encountered at the de Hübsch estate, demonstrate how the 
sultan’s image could be reformed via production, rather than destruction or censorship, of 
 
136 The Christie’s lithograph contains a eulogistic poem in Ottoman script, which appears in other 




the sultan’s image. 
Conclusion 
This chapter has argued that paper media provided the field in which various local 
and foreign materials were blended to support Mahmud II’s wider visual propaganda 
campaign. In it, I have compiled evidence of images of the sultan in circulation both 
within the empire and abroad, in the form of works on paper, including dynastic album 
portraits, costume albums, and single-sheet paintings and prints. Using these artworks, I 
have argued that Mahmud II’s increasing visibility via his new, modern image was 
disseminated by works on paper across elite and commercial realms. The portability and 
versatility of these works allowed for the blending of established Ottoman and imported 
image-making tools, which helped to shape and was shaped by an ideological shift in 
emphasis from dynastic traditions to modernizing ruler. These identities, however, were 
not mutually exclusive and in some ways were part of the same larger picture, just as 
various versions of the sultan’s image existed across paper formats.  
I first established the ways in which Mahmud II built upon the works of his direct 
predecessors, including Selim III, who set a precedent for commissioning prints of the 
sultanic image for official diplomatic use. I also showed how these images were later 
directly appropriated in the commercial context. Then, I outlined three different ways in 
which works on paper played a unique role in the dissemination of a revised image for 
the sultan: through the augmentation of established images, through replacing or doubling 
images in albums, and through broadcasting replicas of works in other media, including 




This change in royal image production and dissemination was propelled in some 
ways by the increase in the foreign printing of images. So too was it shaped through a 
combination of developing power dynamics and the various overlapping, complicated 
networks they engendered. In the anecdotal case of the Baroness de Hübsch and her 
daughter Emilie, who brought one image of the sultan to his attention in a way that 
motivated him to request a new, more flattering and up-to-date image, Mahmud II had a 
personal interaction with a foreign artist in a semi-public – and highly publicized – 
manner intended to bring attention to his initiative. Mahmud II consistently and actively 
sought out forms and formats that were most advantageous to his international diplomatic 
and military reputation. In this way, the emergence of the modern Ottoman imperial 
identity was crafted with tools borrowed from local and foreign sources and shaped by 
international discourse.  
Viewed together, this visual evidence supports the overarching idea at the center 
of this dissertation, that the sultan’s portraiture campaign was deployed as propaganda 
intended to publicize and enforce Mahmud II’s top-down reform programs. In paper-
based works, a calculated interplay of imagery evoked longstanding sultanic ideals and 
modernizing language as well as new production and dissemination technologies. The 
blended result retains clear references to the traditional mode that had served the sultan 
up until the late 1820s. At the same time, it signals that the highly mobile and 
reproducible nature of works on paper continued to serve the Ottoman court through the 
nineteenth and into the early twentieth centuries. Engravings and other graphic media 




the category was augmented even further by the invention of photographic processes. The 
watershed moment following the invention of photography is beyond the scope of this 
dissertation, but it merits mention that, in the same vein as earlier paper-stabilized media, 
photographic prints continued to engage in mixed stylistic and iconographic dialogues 
after 1840. 
To return to the paintings of the Konya album with which I opened this chapter, it 
seems appropriate to revisit the idea that it was the person of the sultan who directly 
embodied the shift in both image and identity. It was not only his use of image-producing 
technology and modernizing fashion, but his legacy as a legitimate son of the House of 
Osman and a hands-on military leader which prepared the ground for his successors to 
follow suit. From this point of view, the sultan was not so much existing in a modern 
world as actively shaping it as an agent of change. It was through the adaptation of mixed 





Chapter 2: Medallion-format Portraits: Mapping political and diplomatic networks  
Introduction 
In the spring of 1836, the Ottoman reis efendi Meḥmed ʾĀkif Pasha (1787–1845) 
received the English traveler Miss Julia Pardoe (1806–1862) at his shoreside mansion on 
the Bosphorus.137 Through an interpreter, they discussed current events and diplomatic 
gossip. At one point, the conversation turned towards the subject of the Empire’s recent 
dress reforms, whereupon ʾĀkif Pasha called for his military decorations to be brought 
out, and, in the process of displaying them to his guest, he  
“…put into [Pardoe’s] hands a miniature portrait of the Sultan, surrounded by a 
wreath, of which the flowers were diamonds, and the leaves wrought in enamel; 
enclosed within a second frame-work of the same precious gems, formed into 
emblematical devices, and dazzlingly brilliant. This magnificent decoration was 
appended to a chain of fine gold, and secured by a diamond clasp.”138  
Pardoe’s account is noteworthy in its detailed visual description of the precious 
materiality and multiple components of the portrait-object at hand.139 Even more 
significantly, it records an instance in which an official image of the reigning sultan was 
displayed to (and handled by) a foreign woman, who herself had no official diplomatic 
 
137 Miss Julia Pardoe, The City of the Sultan; and Domestic Manners of the Turks, in 1836, vol. 3 
(London: Henry Colburn, 1837), 104–105. 
138 Pardoe, ibid. 
139 My use of “portrait-object” is borrowed from Marcia Pointon’s use of the phrase to refer to the 
complete assemblage of a precious miniature-scale portrait and its “container,” often of intrinsic 




standing.140 This narrative account is striking because the majority of archival and 
newspaper records that document this portrait type place it within a highly-curated 
audience of top bureaucratic and military officials. This chapter explores those audiences 
and other aspects of the bestowal ceremonies held for awardees of the sultan’s imperial 
image, or taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, to show how the portrait-object existed within diplomatic 
networks and marked personal loyalties to Mahmud II.  
 The sultan’s imperial image, or taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, appeared in miniature-scale 
paintings which were officially gifted to Ottoman officials, military leaders, Ottoman and 
foreign ambassadors, and foreign leaders.141 These portraits were typically round or oval 
medallions, 5–6 cm in diameter, painted in oils or watercolor on ivory, and sometimes set 
into a gilt or diamond-encrusted frame. This precious format was known as the taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn nişānı, or ‘Order of the Imperial Image,’142 and was worn in the style 
popularized by European military orders of the eighteenth century, either suspended as a 
 
140 Other women in diplomatic circles who had interactions with the portrait include Princess Mélanie 
of Austria and Princess Dorothea of Courland (Duchess of Dino), though the descriptions surrounding 
these encounters are not as visual and detailed as that of Pardoe. The latter reports that in Paris, on 6 
June 1837, the “Turkish Ambassador [Nuri Efendi] …allowed [her] to see the portrait of Sultan 
Mahmoud, who seems to be very handsome.” Memoirs of the Duchesse de Dino (Afterwards 
Duchesse de Talleyrand et de Sagan) 1836–1840 (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons; London: 
William Heinemann, 1910), Chapter II, n.p. http://www.gutenberg.org/files/44646/44646-h/44646-
h.htm 
141 Renda, “Osmanlılarda Portreli Nişanlar,” 491–502. 
142 İbrahim Artuk and Cevriye Artuk have argued that the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn is more accurately 
classified as a “decoration” rather than an “order” since it was not distributed according to a strict rank 
or degree system. While it does not conform to the norms established out of the medieval Catholic 
chivalric or merit orders (such as Austria’s Order of the Golden Fleece), I do believe that it qualifies 
under the more informal system of contemporary dynastic orders distributed as personal gifts by 
sovereigns (such as England’s Royal Victorian Order). See Artuk and Artuk, Osmanlı Nişanları 




pendant from the collar or pinned on the breast as part of the new military uniform.143 
Their distribution was part of Mahmud II’s wider visual propaganda campaign of the 
1830s, the subject of this dissertation. The miniature-scale medallion portraits share in the 
overall campaign’s use of a distinct facial type and stylistic rendering of the sultan 
wearing the modern military uniform complete with a bespoke diamond-encrusted 
military order. However, they are distinct from portraits on canvas or paper because of 
their precious materiality, portable nature, and ability to be displayed on the body.  
 In addition to the portraits set into wearable frames in the style of military orders 
or jewelry, this chapter includes a section on miniature-scale medallion taṣvīr-i hümāyūn 
affixed to gem-encrusted or enameled presentation boxes. This form, sometimes 
described as a tabatière, or snuff-box, was produced as a conspicuous, precious, and 
appropriate gift for foreign rulers. While the tabatière and nişān portrait-objects differ in 
obvious formal ways, which in turn determined their possibilities for presentation and 
display, their value as elite gifts and markers of loyalty or alliance was determined by 
tracing, in most cases, the same political and diplomatic routes. By this, I mean that these 
objects sometimes literally reached their intended recipients by the hand of the same 
diplomatic agent, but moreover, they operated as legible symbols within the same 
 
143 The new uniform, consisting of a European-style frock coat, pantaloons, and fez, was popularized 
among the military and civil classes following the destruction of the Janissary Corps in 1826. In an 
1829 law, the wearing of the fez was mandated to all civil personnel. Donald Quataert has argued that 
such clothing laws were a way for the state apparatus to promote homogeneity among its 
subject/citizens of various classes. Donald Quataert, “Clothing Laws, State, and Society.” 
Contemporary Ottoman textual sources often drop the nişān (“ensign” or “marker,” rendered in this 
case as “Order”) in favor of the more general phrase “taṣvīr-i hümāyūn,” further complicating its 
classification since the phrase can refer to a portrait of the sultan carried out in any media. “Madalya” 
is typically used to refer to more conventional military orders and decorations, such as the Hünkar 




diplomatic and cultural milieu of gift-giving in the early nineteenth century. In this 
chapter, I show how these portrait-objects form a cohesive group, both part of and 
distinct from the wider portrait campaign, linked by the intrinsic value of their component 
materials, the specialized nature of their production technique, and their ceremonial 
bestowal. I argue that the material and social elements associated with this portrait group 
as a class made them effective propaganda tools for marking and enforcing ties of loyalty 
to the sultan.144 
 What’s in a Form? Categorizing the Nişān 
 It is clear from Pardoe’s description that the portrait in the possession of the reis 
efendi is of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı type both in form and in presentation, as ʾĀkif 
Pasha himself has presented it as one among his other official military decorations.145 But 
what do we lose in considering this object as a military decoration? Are there more 
nuanced formal, technical, and stylistic elements that add to the experience of holding the 
nişān in one’s hand or wearing it on the body? If so, how did the experience of holding or 
beholding these shining objects support the political and ideological meanings behind 
 
144 Other variations include, but are not limited to: pādişāh portreli madalyon, pādişāh portreli nişān, 
pırlanṭalı taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, askılı taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, mücevher taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, and muraṣa taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn. Additionally, larger, oil-on-canvas versions of the imperial portrait may be called kebir 
taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, büyük pādişāh portresi or simply tablō. For some examples within the context of 
the Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyiʿ, see Sema Öner, “Türk Basınının İlk Resmi Gazetesi Takvim-i Vekayiʿ de 
Padişah Portresine İlişkin Haberler,” İstanbul Üniversitesi İletişim Fakültesi Dergisi 29 (2007): 149–
168. Baykara first broke ground by using this methodology in “II. Mahmud ve Resim.”  
145 These included ʾĀkif Pasha’s vizierial rank medallion and an additional unranked medallion for 
“his faithful services to the Porte,” Pardoe, The City of the Sultan, 105. It is possible that this was the 
nişān-i iftihār, or ‘Order of Glory,’ a gold medallion inscribed with the imperial tuğra and surrounded 





their bestowal?  
Consider the detail with which Pardoe describes the floral frame and the shine of 
its brilliant-cut diamonds. The description corresponds with one of the best-known 
examples of this type, a 7.5 x 6.5 cm rectangular-format oil-on-ivory portrait in the 
Topkapı Palace Museum Collection, TSM 2/1023 (Figure 2.1).146 This portrait-object 
features the three-quarter bust portrait of Mahmud II ubiquitous to his campaign; he 
wears the double-breasted navy jacket, a diamond-encrusted decoration, and a red, 
tasseled fez. The sultan’s eyes, framed by perfectly arched brows, meet those of the 
viewer, while his well-trimmed beard reveals a reserved smile. This portrait’s gilt frame 
is surrounded by dimensional roses enameled in pink and yellow, and smaller, blue 
flowers set with diamonds. The entire composition is suspended from a fine gold chain 
with a blue enamel clasp set with diamonds in the shape of an eight-pointed star.147 This 
is not only a symbolically heavy object, it is a beautiful object crafted with the precision 
and skill appropriate to an idealized likeness of the perfect leader.  
By taking the object in hand as a mode of display, Pardoe was not just engaging as a 
 
146 Gül İrepoğlu alludes to the possibility of this connection by reproducing the portrait next to 
Pardoe’s quote in Imperial Ottoman Jewellery: Reading History Through Jewellery (Istanbul: Bilkent 
Kültür Girişimi, 2012), 104–105. TSM 2/1023 is perhaps the most frequently reproduced and 
therefore most well-known of the lot, appearing also in İbrahim Artuk and Cevriye Artuk, Osmanlı 
Nişanları (Istanbul, Istanbul Matbaasi, 1967), 39, pl. 1; Metin Erüreten, Osmanlı Madalyaları ve 
Nişanları: Belgelerle tarihi (Istanbul: The Destination Management Company, 2001),171; Kangal 
(ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, 508; Hakan Karateke, “Einige Bemerkungen zu den osmanischen Insignia 
Imperialia – Insbesondere des 19. Jahrhunderts,” in Scripta Ottomanica et Res Altaicae. Festschrift für 
Barbara Kellner Heinkele zu ihrem 60. Geburstag, ed. Ingeborg Hauenschild, Claus Schönig and 
Pieter Zieme (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 2002), 208; and Eldem, Pride and Privilege, 127. 
147 Other portraits probably had gold chains as well, however they were either repurposed or liquidated 




viewer, but as a beholder in Gombrich’s sense.148 She interacts through her touch and 
engages with the present object in a bodily way that activates and completes the symbolic 
power of the sultan-in-miniature as representative of the royal personage in the flesh. 
According to Pardoe, during their visit ʾĀkif Pasha also insisted that she, “wear it for an 
instant in order that it might acquire an additional value in his eyes.”149 The author is, to 
some extent, flattering herself, but the idea that the portrait-object could accrue value 
through a beholder’s phenomenological engagement (holding, wearing, looking) points to 
a contemporary understanding of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn as something more than the sum 
of its fine components. Physical interaction with the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn – whether through 
holding during a relatively private moment, or through wearing, clasping, or pinning it to 
the military uniform during the semi-public portrait-bestowal ceremonies discussed in 
this chapter – becomes a form of intimate viewing where the beholder interacts with the 
depicted through the medium of portraiture.150 
According to a report published in the Ottoman state-run newspaper, Taḳvīm-i 
Veḳāyi (The Calendar of Events), ʾĀkif Pasha received his taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı about 
six months prior to Miss Pardoe’s aforementioned visit. The bestowal ceremony began at 
 
148 Working from Alois Riegl’s conceptualization of gaze of the beholder in the context of 
seventeenth-century Dutch group portraiture, Ernst Gombrich popularized the term in The Use of 
Images: Studies in the Social Function of Art and Visual Communication (London: Phaidon, 1999). 
For a continuation of this theorization of the gaze, see Alpers, The Art of Describing; Michael Fried, 
Absorption and Theatricality: Painting and Beholder in the Age of Diderot (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1980). For a theorization of the gaze and intimate vision as a mode of looking at late 
eighteenth-century eye miniatures, see Grootenboer, Treasuring the Gaze. 
149 Pardoe, The City of the Sultan, 105.  
150 For the relationship between touch, scale, and interiority see Stewart, Poetry and the Fate of the 




10:30 in the evening on 20 Cemāẕī l-āḫir 1251 /October 13, 1835. Attendees gathered at 
ʾĀkif’s Bosphorus-side mansion in the Emirgān district on the European side of Istanbul, 
where they enjoyed a banquet and watched an impressive fireworks display launched 
from the nearby Baltalimanı shore. The festivities culminated as the sultan himself gave 
the command for “one goodness-showing imperial portrait” (bir ḳıṭʿa taṣvīr-i hümayun-i 
mahāsin-nümūn) to be presented to ʾĀkif , thereby linking the physical body of the 
sovereign as the Refuge of the Caliphate (ḫilāfetpenāhi, a reference to the sultan’s role as 
caliph of all Muslims and protector of the holy cities of Mecca and Medina, an identity 
which was recently reinstated after a brief gap during the Wahhābī occupation of the 
Hejaz in 1805–1818) in ceremonial splendor with the portrait-object.151 The association 
of sultan, his portrait, and his inherent moral goodness would have been linked in the 
memories of ʾĀkif as well as those of the other participants, which included bureaucratic 
and military officers of high rank who would have been well-versed in the sultan-
honoring panegyric used in the ceremony and its corresponding report in print. Any of 
those officers who had their own taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı, either on their person or in a 
place of honor in their home, would have been reminded of the splendor of the 
ceremonial bestowal events each time they interacted with the portrait-object.  
The portrait-object bestowed on ʾĀkif, which can be loosely linked via Pardoe’s 
account with the unique rectangular format and chain of TSM 2/1023, is among six other 
 
151 Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 114, 20 Cemāẕī l-āḫir 1251 /October 13, 1835, 1. The fact that the sultan himself 
had graced the mansion with his presence was later repeated in Pardoe’s account, indicating that 
details of these official bestowal ceremonies were known among the European expatriot and 
diplomatic communities of Istanbul, either by way of reading the newspaper reports or via the prolific 




works in the Topkapi collection (TSM 17/206–211; Figures 2.2–2.4), each featuring a 
more-or-less similar portrait of the sultan as described above. Each of these works are 
executed in oil or mixed technique on ivory disks, a labor-intensive technical process that 
involved degreasing and retexturing the surface to hold delicate washes that could be 
built up to give the impression of translucent flesh.152 This was a relatively new technique 
developed as ivory and porcelain became a popular support in the production of 
miniature portraits at Western European courts at the turn of the eighteenth century.153 
The brilliant-cut diamonds that originally encircled these portraits were also the result of 
a relatively new technical feat in stone cutting, discovered in the seventeenth century, 
which improved the light-scattering quality of the stones.154 The combined effects of 
these translucent and refractive qualities must have given the impression that the depicted 
sultan was glowing from within, illuminating the body of the portrait-object’s wearer.  
Among the works in the Topkapı collection, only one – TSM 17/208 (Figure 2.2) 
– is signed, inscribed “Marras f. 1832” along the bottom left edge.155 In her seminal work 
on the portrait medallions, Günsel Renda argues that this is likely the first portrait of this 
type to be painted for an Ottoman sultan. She uses the signature, along with comparative 
visual evidence, to determine that European artists were most likely responsible for 
introducing this style of wearable portrait medallion into the Ottoman official sphere.156 
 
152 “Miniature Painting on Ivory and Enamel,” The Crayon 7, no. 8 (Aug. 1860): 226–229.  
153 Pointon, “Surrounded with Brilliants,” 53. 
154 Ibid., 57. 
155 “f.” here stands for the Latin fecit, he/she/they made (it). 




The signature, Renda points out, belongs to Giovanni Marras /Juan Marraz, a Spanish 
artist of Neapolitan origin. According to contemporary European newspapers, Marras 
was in fact appointed to work at the sultan’s court, apparently in some official capacity 
(though it is unclear if he held a titled position), and was physically present in Istanbul in 
the early 1830s.157 However, the signature proves neither that this particular medallion 
was the first of its kind, nor that a European artist single-handedly introduced this 
innovation into the larger genre of sultanic portraiture.  
The Topkapı portraits, though all drawn from the same model, are distinguishable 
through variations in the glossiness of their finishes, richness of color, and opacity of 
washes. Technical details, as well as details of the clothing, such as the altered diamond 
pendant and unembroidered collar in TSM 17/211, indicate that several different artists 
may have been working on the group. Differences in shape and frames – TSM 17/207 
and TSM 17/210 are oval, rather than round, and are framed with relatively simple 
French Empire-style gold or gilt frames – support the idea that multiple artists, possibly 
working with jewelers, were involved in their production.158  
 
157 Renda, ibid., cites William Dunlap, History of the Rise and Progress of the Arts of Design in the 
United States, (New York: George P. Scott and Co., 1834), vol. II, 142, who claims, “an M[onsieur]. 
Maras is at the head of affairs in the department of the fine arts, and painter to the sublime sultan.” 
According to an announcement in Allgemeine Zeitung, 13 July 1831, citing an announcement in Le 
Courrier de Smyrne, 28 May 1831, Marras was officially appointed to the position of ‘the Sultan’s 
painter,’ whereupon he was gifted a box decorated with diamonds. Marras claimed to have been 
previously employed by the King of Spain and the Grand Duke of Tuscany, according to 
Hamburgischer Correspondenten, 11 July 1831. For more on Marras and his works in the Spanish 
portrait miniature genre, see Mariano Tomás, La Miniatura Retrato En España, (Madrid: Ministerio 
de Asuntos exteriores, Dirección General de Relaciones Culturales, 1953). 
158 The design of TSM 17/210’s frame is a wreath of oak leaves, bound with crossed ribbons, a design 
that also appears in miniature portraits in the Royal Collection from the late eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries, possibly standardized by reframing under Queen Victoria, including for example 




Differences in material could also be related to the rank of the intended recipient, 
as Edhem Eldem has argued in the case of an English Admiral, transliterated as “Teofils,” 
who petitioned the Porte for his own copy of the decoration in 1837–1838. An internal 
memo from the Ottoman archives details the reasoning behind the material decisions:  
“considering it was evident to all that the sacred angel-like face of His Majesty 
had been endowed by the Grace of God with manifest brilliance and rare 
perfection, and that, therefore, the matchless portrait of His Imperial Majesty 
needed no additional ornamentation or decoration, it was unnecessary that the 
Imperial Portrait be set in magnificent diamonds, and just a simple enameled 
portrait would be sufficient” 159 
The flowery, formal language of the document directly connects the likeness of the sultan 
to the qualities inherent in his bodily form, themselves an expression of internal 
perfection. The subtext is, of course, that the Admiral’s rank did not qualify him to 
receive the same degree of distinction indicated by the diamond-encrusted taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn nişānı. I argue that is likely that the “Teofils” mentioned in the archival record 
is either John Theophilus Lee, who served as an admiral in the Battle of Navarino (1827) 
during the Greek War of Independence, or his son. This is because a lithographed copy of 
the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn later appeared in the English publications The Literary World, The 
Mirror, and The Athenaeum, upon Mahmud II’s death in 1839 (see chapter 1).160 
 
159 BOA HAT 1172/46366, 20 Safer 1254/ May 15, 1838. Translation by Eldem, Pride and Privilege.  
160 The Literary World: A Journal of Popular Information and Entertainment 21, 17 August, 1839 
(London: G. Berger), 326. For more on lithography see Chapter 1. John Theophilus Lee (1787–1843) 





According to these publications, the miniature from which the lithograph was copied was 
originally painted by the “Portrait-painter to His Imperial Majesty the Sultan.” The 
prestige of its official production and the honor of the portrait bestowal, even if it was 
“only” an unframed enamel version, clearly resonated with a wider non-Ottoman public.  
Non-Ottoman History of Miniature Medallion-Format Portraits 
In general, this type of small-scale, medallion-format ruler portrait – as well as the 
formally overlapping but not always functionally synonymous genre of chivalric orders 
featuring ruler portraits – was first popularized in western European court cultures. 
According to Martia Pointon, portrait miniatures of this type were first worn by women 
in early-modern European courts as private tokens of affection from a husband, father, or 
lover. As these portrait-objects transitioned into more public spheres of social and 
economic exchange systems, their embellishment became costlier and more elaborate. In 
the seventeenth century, a fashion for brilliant-set or diamond studded enamel portraits, 
known as boîtes-à-portrait, developed at the French court of Louis XIV (Figure 2.5). By 
the second half of the eighteenth century, the medallion-portrait had undergone several 
stylistic shifts in its appropriation by various rulers including the Holy Roman Emperor 
Joseph II (1765–1790; ruler of the Habsburg lands 1780–1790) and Catherine II of 
Russia (1762–1796), who both, like Mahmud II, undertook extensive portrait campaigns 
to justify their rule and promote personal loyalty at a time when their monarchical power 
was challenged by liberalizing views, revolutions, and independence movements.161  
 
Navy and reaching the rank of Lieutenant, resigned in order to travel as a civilian attached to the 
Admiralty. 





Simultaneously, in the second half of the eighteenth century, burgeoning urban 
elite classes expanded the demand for portraits on ivory by commissioning their own 
likenesses. This market broadened still further as soldiers and travelers of the Napoleonic 
epoch commissioned their own portraits or portraits of loved ones to carry abroad.162 This 
widespread circulation, exchange, and commissioning of small-scale portraits led to a 
great variety in methods and materials of production. Therefore, while scholars have 
drawn parallels between Mahmud II’s use of the portrait medallion format and wider 
trends towards Europeanizing courtly conventions, it would be a vast oversimplification 
to attribute the success of this format to a single outside (i.e., “Marras”) or even multiple 
unilateral forces (i.e., “French courtly gifts”).  
That is to say that the formal phenomenon of the wearable miniature portrait-
object was enjoying both increasing popularity and rapid development in multiple courtly 
and non-courtly centers, which often traded and absorbed visual trends from each 
other.163  Part of this credit belongs to the Ottoman cultural sphere itself, which had 
 
class contexts, see Diana Scarisbrick, Portrait Jewels: Opulence and Intimacy from the Medici to the 
Romanovs (Thames & Hudson, 2011) and Aronson and Wiseman (eds) Miniatures from the 
Cincinnati Art Museum. 
162 As I have argued in my master’s thesis, “Cross-cultural Spaces in an Anonymously Painted Portrait 
of the Ottoman Sultan Mahmud II,” the centuries of cultural and economic exchange between the 
French and Ottoman Empires left a lasting impact on productions in their shared artistic spheres. 
Within the context of the Mahmud II portraits, specifically, clear formal and iconographic similarities 
between portraits of Napoleon and Mahmud II may point to links between their shared ideologies in a 
general sense. Shifting loyalties following the invasion of Egypt and enthronement of Mahmud II, 
however, permanently altered this relationship, opening up the favorable channels through which 
British and Russian concessions would be granted.  
163 For similar views of cultural exchange weighted slightly more towards European ‘influence,’ see 
Baykara, “II. Mahmud ve Resim,” and Wendy Shaw, Ottoman Painting: Reflections of Western Art 




already been undergoing a complex series of self-imposed, primarily top-down changes 
concentrated in the area of military reform, since the eighteenth century. This shifting 
landscape, which included a broad spectrum of liberal movements and conservative 
reactions against such movements, would result in a cultural and artistic milieu primed 
for the implementation of this new, highly visual form of propaganda. The milieu’s 
emphasis on military culture and its conflation with western-facing modernization made 
the military order an ideal form for augmentation within the portrait campaign.  
Brilliance at Court: Early Bestowals Among High-Ranking Officers 
One way to determine the audience and function of the medallion-format taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn as propaganda is to consider announcements of its bestowal in the press.164 As I 
mentioned above, the Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi (Calendar of Events) was the first official (state-
run) Ottoman-language gazette, and it was first published on 25 Cemāẕī l-āḫir 1247 /1 
November 1831.165 Not long after the newspaper itself was started, announcements 
regarding the bestowal of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, sometimes including detailed reports of 
its bestowal ceremonies, appeared on its pages. Reports often included the location and 
timing of the event as well as the names and/or positions of attendees. The most 
frequently present guests were members of the sultan’s inner circle, where loyalty to the 
 
164 This methodology was first suggested by Baykara in “II. Mahmud ve Resim” and has been more 
recently explored by Sema Önder in “İlk Resmi Gazetesi Takvim-i Vekayiʿ de Padişah Portresine 
İlişkin Haberler,” İstanbul Üniversitesi İletişim Fakültesi Dergisi 29 (2007): 149–168. 
165 Technically, this was the second print, as a two-page brochure was published the month before as 
Fihrist-i Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyiʿ or “Index of the Calendar of events.” Printing with movable type became 
popular in Muslim lands in the 19th century, but it was introduced much earlier, in 1727, by Ibrahim 
Müteferrika. For more on the history of print as a medium, see Stephen Vernoit, “The Visual Arts in 
Nineteenth-century Muslim Thought,” in Islamic Art in the 19th Century: Tradition, Innovation, and 




throne was by design most concentrated, including the şeyhülislam (the highest-ranking 
religious official of the Ottoman court), kaymakam pasha (the secretary and at times 
proxy for the Grand Vizier), and serasker pasha (the Commander-in-Chief of the 
military). Such information would have worked alongside the official effort to make 
public the reorganizations of the offices of the Sublime Porte – or Ottoman central 
government in Istanbul, which underwent extensive reforms in the first half of the 
nineteenth century. These announcements enforced the connection between the sovereign 
and his close advisors in a semi-public, official manner during a time of uncertain 
loyalties and political volatility in the 1830s.  
It is fitting then that taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı, as badges of loyalty, were first gifted 
to a group of high-ranking military and civil officers. According to the Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi, a 
group bestowal took place as part of a banquet held at the shoreside mansion of the 
ketḫüdā bey, Mehmed Saʿīd Pertev Efendi (later Pasha) on Saturday, 18 Ẕī l-ḥicce 1247 
/19 May 1832, in Üsküdar.166 Of the extensive list of attendees, those singled out for 
receipt of the honor of “the imperial portrait, set around with a ring of diamonds” (eṭrāfı 
pırlanṭa mücevher donanmış taṣvīr-i hümāyūn) included the ṣadrāʿẓam (Grand Vizier), 
serdār-ı ekrem (Commander-in-Chief of the Army)167, and ḳāʾymaḳām (Lieutenant of the 
Grand Vizier and Chief of Domestic Affairs), serʿasker pāşā (Commander-in-Chief of 
 
166 Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 27, 27 Ẕī l-ḥicce 1247 /28 May 1832, 3.  
167 This title can also refer to the Grand Vizier himself. Both serdār-ı ekremi and ser'asker pāşā can 
refer to the highest-ranking General or Commander-in-Chief of the Ottoman Army. At this point in 
time, the post of ser'asker pāşā also includes the duties that will soon be reassigned to the harbiye 




the Army), and ḳapūdān pāşā (Commander-in-Chief of the Navy).168  
Significantly, Mehmed Said Pertev Efendi (1785–1836), who is selected for the 
special honor of embracing Mahmud II’s sons, the princes Abdülmecid and Abdulaziz 
during the ceremony, is described as having received the same taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı 
some time prior to the event. This means that the ketḫüdā bey was among the very first to 
have been awarded the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn. Pertev may have even been involved in the 
conception or support of the idea in the beginning, since he was extensively involved in 
the sultan’s arts patronage. Evidence of this has come down to us in the form of the 
inscriptions that Pertev penned for the dedicatory plaques installed on buildings, 
fountains, and monuments commissioned by the sultan.169  
One such poem, a eulogistic quatrain preserved in his Dīvān, an anthology or 
collection of works, is directly tied to the portrait campaign in two separate forms, neither 
of which has been discussed in relation to Mahmud II’s portraiture campaign up until this 
point. The first instance is a unique shadow box in the collection of the Galata 
Mevlevihanesi Müzesi. The object consists of an ivory medallion-format taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn removed from its original frame and remounted within a gilded, carved wood or 
plasterwork composition of Baroque garlands, tassels, and military insignia (Figure 2.6). 
The second instance is a lithographic reproduction bearing the same lines in almost 
 
168 Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 27, 27 Ẕī l-ḥicce 1247 /28 May 1832, 3.  
169 Klaus Kreiser, “Public Monuments in Turkey and Egypt, 1840–1916,” Muqarnas 14 (Leiden: E.J. 
Brill, 1997): 104. Pertev Pasha, Divān-i sultān üş-şuʿarā ve şeyh üz-zürefā aʿnī bih Pertev Paşa. 
(Istanbul: Matbaa-yi Bab-i Hazret-i Seraskeriye ve Merciʻ ve Me'ab-i Sınıf-i Leşkeriye, 1256 /1840; 





identical script, set in a cartouche over a full-length portrait of the sultan in military 
uniform standing on a porch overlooking the Bosphorus (see chapter 1, Figure 1.33).170 
The sultan’s body in the full-length portrait corresponds to a type seen in the large-scale 
oil paintings produced for installation in official buildings (see chapter 3), but his face is 
copied from the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, marking a clear formal and stylistic connection 
between the forms. 
The poem itself touches on the theme of brilliance and illumination within the 
likeness of the sultan: 
Sultan of sultans of the world, Mahmud  
He is an angel in countenance; he is the Shadow of God in moral character 
The looking-glass is dazzled by his sight 
Men are bewildered by the imperial portrait171 
The theme relates to older tropes of beauty and mystic cosmology in Ottoman 
culture and in the wider Persianate sphere. However, when paired with the round, 
smooth, illuminated face present in the portrait-medallions, it takes on specificity that 
grounds the idea of perfection – in looks as well as behavior – in the bodily form of 
Mahmud II. This idea must have been augmented with the addition of the brilliant-cut 
diamonds encircling the imperial portrait. Within the context of the group bestowal, 
 
170 There is a copy in Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, München. Number–1843. A printed copy of the text 
only was sold at Moda Müzayede 06 Mayıs 2018, Internet Müzayedemiz. Efemera. Lot 413, 
https://www.modamuzayede.com/urun/584038/efemera-sultan-i-sela. 
171 sulṭān-ı selāṭīn-i cihān maḥmūd ḫān 
ṣūretde melek sīreti ẓıll-ı yezdān 
dīdārına mir'āt-ı nigāh āşüfte 




wherein the high-ranking officers must have been wearing their silver-embroidered frock 
coats, illuminated by the flickering of gas lamps and fireworks, the effect must have been 
spectacular.  
In Ottoman-Islamic thought, celestial light and radiance was also closely 
associated with the Prophet Muhammed. This association comes to the fore in another 
visual format popular in Ottoman visual culture starting in the seventeenth century: the 
ḥilye.172 The ḥilye is a calligraphic composition of a textual “portrait” of the Prophet that 
describes his physical features in an abstract way, evoking his disposition and inherent 
good nature. The text, sourced from hadith, can describe the Prophet’s face as moon-like, 
and often the composition of the panel features a crescent moon inset into a medallion. 
Ottoman sultans had been shaping their courtly personas and images on the divine model 
of the Prophet for centuries by the time that Mahmud II stepped into the position to do so 
himself. The celestial references, shining illuminations, and brilliant diamonds that 
surrounded his portrait and its bestowal ceremony would have enforced this established 
connection in a novel way.  
Controversy and Permissibility 
After its initial appearance in the press, the honor of the public bestowal of the 
taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı quickly was expanded beyond the top military and diplomatic 
 
172 Christiane Gruber, The Praiseworthy One: The Prophet Muhammad in Islamic Texts and Images 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2019), especially, “Verbal Paintings: Hilyes of the Prophet.” 
See also Gruber, “Between Logos (kalima) and light (nūr): Representations of the Prophet 
Muhammad in Islamic Painting,” in Muqarnas 26 (2009): 229–262. For floral imagery in hilye, see 
Gruber, “The Rose of the Prophet: Floral Metaphors in Late Ottoman Devotional Art,” in Envisioning 




officials, showing the sultan’s extensive reach in terms of personal loyalty. The first 
instance of this use of the honor occurred in 1832, shortly after the group bestowal 
discussed above, as the sultan named his candidate for the Emirship of Mecca, Sharif 
ʿĀbdülmuṭṭalib ibn Ghālib ibn Musāʾad (1790–1886).173 The candidateship was 
controversial because of the current political instability in the Hijaz – the geopolitical 
area containing the holy cities of Mecca and Medina. Sovereignty over the Hijaz had 
bolstered the Ottoman sultans’ claim to a universal caliphate since the sixteenth century, 
so when Wahhabi forces occupied the area (1803–1818), it was imperative that the sultan 
win it back. To do this, Mahmud II enlisted the help of the powerful provincial governor 
of Ottoman Egypt, Mehmed Ali Pasha. Once the Wahhabis were ousted, however, 
Mehmed Ali installed his own preferred candidate as Emir of Mecca – a treasonous act in 
the eyes of the sultan.174 
In order to counter Mehmed Ali Pasha’s undermining of his authority, the sultan 
replaced the governor’s candidate with his own, commemorating the move with the 
ceremonial bestowal of the taṣvīr-i hümayun nişānı. The ceremony occurred on 
Thursday, 23 Zilhicce 1247 /24 May 1832, in the mābeyn-i hümāyūn, a reception hall of 
the palace where state affairs were conducted (literally, the “in between” section of an 
Ottoman residence). Some of the highest-ranking office-holders of the Porte had 
assembled there, including the şeyhülislam, kaymakam pasha, and serasker pasha. As the 
 
173 Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 27, 27 Ẕī l-ḥicce 1247 /28 May 1832, 1. The event is published in the gazette a 
few days after its occurrence, which has led some scholars to misdate the source. 
174 For details on how Mehmed Ali used the Emir as leverage to earn popular support to win back 
Ottoman lands in his own name, see Vernoit, “The Visual Arts,” 22. See also W. Ende, Wahhābiyya,“ 




guest of honor entered the hall, the sultan stood and advanced to greet his guest, a gesture 
of acknowledgement and respect absent from the highly-formal reception ceremonies of 
the preceding centuries, in which the aloof figure of the silent, immobile, and 
untouchable sultan refrained from such direct engagement.175  
ʿĀbdülmuṭṭalib was then presented with imperial blessings and advice from the 
very mouth of the sultan, monetary gifts, and a green ḥarvāni (a cloak or mantle), richly 
embroidered with silver thread and studded with diamonds and pearls. These gifts had a 
long-established precedent at the Ottoman court, and the robe of honor in particular had 
connotations of submission to the protection of the sultan.176 Next, in order to 
demonstrate the gift of his imperial favor, Mahmud II himself presented the awardee with 
his own imperial image, adorned with encircling diamonds.177 As the ceremony drew to a 
close, ʿĀbdülmuṭṭalib boarded a royal kayık and left the palace via the Bosphorus. When 
he reached the opposite shore, a richly caparisoned horse from the imperial stables was 
waiting to take him away. 
The Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi’s highly-detailed, front-page account of the ceremonial 
surrounding this early bestowal – and the accompanying condemnation of Mehmed Ali 
Pasha’s alternate candidate for Emir of Mecca – indicates the novelty of function for both 
 
175 For the regulation and manipulation of gaze within imperial contexts, Gülru Necipoğlu, “Framing 
the Gaze in Ottoman, Safavid and Mughal Palaces.” Ars Orientalis 23 (1993): 303–42. idem, 
Architecture, Ceremonial and Power: The Topkapı Palace in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries 
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991).  
176 Robes of honor (hil’at) were given to provincial notables and foreign guests during their audiences 
with the sultan from the fifteenth century onward. See Faroqhi and Neumann, ed., Ottoman Costumes; 
Phillips, “Ottoman Hil’at,” 111–138.  
177 “iẓhārā ve teberrüken eṭrāfı pırlanṭa ile müzeyyen bir ḳıṭʿa taṣvīr-i hümāyūn īʿṭā ve ʿināyet,” 




the physical portrait-object and its mention in the press.178 However, the fact that 
ʿĀbdülmuṭṭalib received the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn becomes buried in the later historiography, 
which, if it bothers to specifically name any of the recipients at all, tends to focus on the 
high-profile reception of the portrait by the şeyhülislam, discussed below. Undoubtedly, 
the reason that ʿĀbdülmuṭṭalib’s award reception was so quickly forgotten – and the 
reason that it had become significant in the first place – was due to the rapidly changing 
political circumstances of the 1830s. In fact, ʿĀbdülmuṭṭalib, despite being formally 
brought out of exile and instated by the Sultan, never served out the (symbolic) tenure 
granted to him in 1832 (though he did serve in 1827, 1851–1856, and 1880–1881, 
between subsequent exiles for opposition to reform measures).179 
Additional reports later in the newspaper recount the invasion of Mehmed Ali and 
the military advances of his son, Ibrahim Pasha, in Ottoman Syria. Within this context, it 
is clear that the bestowal (and its public announcement) is a finely crafted piece of 
propaganda aimed at reiterating the sultan’s legitimacy as the “refuge of the Caliphate” 
(ḫilāfetpenāhi), while simultaneously denouncing the treachery of Mehmed Ali Pasha.180 
News of the bestowal event and the invocation of the sultan’s own image through the use 
of the phrase “taṣvīr-i hümāyūn,” was affectively made public through the printed media 
of the newspaper, thereby distributing to its readership (which included Ottoman notables 
 
178 Eldem, Pride and Privilege, 127.  
179 For the “meaningless” nature of this Emirship, see M. Abir, “Modernisation, Reaction and 
Muhammad Ali’s ‘Empire,’” Middle Eastern Studies 13, no. 3 (Oct., 1977), 295–313.  
180 Mehmed Ali’s actions were considered “treachery” from the imperial center, although from an 
Egyptian perspective, these same actions could be considered the beginning of the modern Egyptian 




and non-Ottoman diplomatic circles) a multifaceted message. On one hand, news of what 
amounts to an administrative victory (the bestowal of the Emirship itself), remains the 
ostensible topic. On the other hand, the publicized ceremony of the bestowal underlines 
themes of personal loyalty to Mahmud II himself as well as the sultan’s enduring 
authority over provincial Ottoman territories, especially those in the holy lands.  
Just two months after ʿĀbdülmuṭṭalib received his award, the sultan bestowed the 
same honor on Şeyhülislam Yāsincizāde ʿĀbdülvehhāb Efendi (1758–1833; in office 
1821–22, 1828–33).181 The description published in the Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi is short, but the 
incident itself apparently caused enough controversy to later become the primary 
example of the award’s bestowal in both the official Ottoman chronicle as well as in the 
writing of western travelers.182 The reason for this upset was allegedly the figurative 
nature of the award’s imagery, which was deemed inappropriate for the highest-ranking 
religious official of the Empire. Reputedly, the controversy was so strong as to cause 
public outrage in the streets of Istanbul.183 In addition to the allegedly offensive form of 
 
181 Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 32, 13 Ṣafer 1248 /12 July 1832, 1. As above, the event is published in the gazette 
a few days after its occurrence, which has led some scholars to misdate the source. The actual date of 
the event is stated as Friday, 8 Safer (ṣafer’ül-ḫayrın sekizinci cumaʿ günü), but this date was a 
Saturday. Lütfī reports the date as Friday, 28 Safer (ṣafer’in yirmi sekizinci), which would have fallen 
after the newspaper’s date of publication. Vakʿanüvīs Ahmed Lütfī Efendi, Tarih-i Lütfī 4:65. 
182 See Helmuth von Moltke, Türkiye’deki Durum ve Olaylar Üzerine Mektuplar, trans Heyrullah Örz, 
(Istanbul: Türkiye Iş Bankası Kültür Yayınlari, 1960), quoted in Baykara, “II. Mahmud ve Resim,” 
514. See similar statements in Robert Walsh, A Residence at Constantinople during a Period 
including the Commencement, Progress, and Termination of the Greek and Turkish Revolutions, 2 
vols. (London: Frederick Westley and A.H. Davis, 1836), 2:299. For more general comments on 
popular objections to Mahmud II’s wider portrait campaign, see Slade, Records of Travels in Turkey, 
2:194, Edmund Spencer, Travels in the Western Caucasus, Including a Tour through Imeritia, 
Mingrelia, Turkey, Moldavia, Galicia, Silesia, and Moravia, in 1836, 2 vols. (London: H. Colburn, 
1838) 2:149. Horatio Southgate, Narrative of a Tour, 1:73–76.  





the portrait-object, the function of its public bestowal in this case deserves further 
scrutiny. 
The ceremony was held at Göksu Pavilion, a royal yalı along the Bosphorus, on a 
Friday afternoon just after the selamlık ceremony following Friday prayers at the 
Beylerbeyi mosque.184 The selamlık, the sultan’s weekly procession to the mosque for 
Friday congregational prayer, traditionally provided an opportunity for subjects to present 
petitions to the sultan himself. Therefore, the timing of the presentation ceremony 
immediately after the selamlık framed it in terms of the sultan’s ultimate authority in 
civic, judiciary, and religious matters. The sultan took an active role in the bestowal 
ceremony, showering the seyhulislam with compliments before bestowing upon his 
honoree the gift of the miracle-showing (muʿciz-nümūn) imperial portrait of the refuge of 
the caliphate (the sultan) designed to include diamonds.185  
The bestowals of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn on both ʿĀbdülmuṭṭalib and ʿĀbdülvehhāb 
are significant not only because they are among the first to be mentioned in the press, but 
because of the nature of the power of the offices held by their respective recipients.186 In 
 
(Paris, 1914), 1: 422. 
184 Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 32 13 Ṣafer 1248 /12 July 1832, 1. The Göksu Pavilion or Palace would not have 
been its current Neobaroque form, but a timber version first constructed in the 17th c under Mahmud 
I. The current form was commissioned by Abdülmecid and carried out under the direction of 
architects Garabet and Amira Balyan and Nigoğayos Balyan.  
185 “envāʿ-ı iltifāt ve teleṭufāt-ı cihāndāri olduḳdan ṣoñra müşārun-ileyh ḥażretlerine pırtanta ile 
maṣnūʿ bir ḳıtʿa taṣvīr-i hümāyūn-i muʿciz-nümūn ḫilāfetpenāhi,” Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 32 13 Ṣafer 1248 
/12 July 1832, 1. Lütfi’s account leaves out the ceremonial details relayed by the newspaper, but his 
description of the portrait-object as an ‘imperial portrait inlayed with diamonds’ is copied with 
virtually no adaptation (pırlanta ile murassa bir ḳıtʿa taṣvīr-i hümāyūn).  
186 For the role of religious figures at court during the westernizing reform process, see Niyazi Berkes, 





contrast to the Emir, whose influence over religious matters was indirect and highly 
symbolic, the şeyhülislam held significant authority over religious matters concerning 
Ottoman subjects. In the nineteenth century, questions regarding the permissibility under 
Islamic law of various modern innovations, among them new shifts in arts and culture, 
became a major source of anxiety for the ilmiye, or high-ranking scholars and community 
leaders. Niyazi Berkes has argued that the ilmiye were highly opposed to all changes, 
however, scholars such as Uriel Heyd and David Kushner have shown that some of these 
leaders were actually members of progressive reform councils.187 ʿĀbdülvehhāb did in 
fact support the progressive centralist agenda by writing a treatise in support of the idea 
of complete obedience to Mahmud II and his reform programs, as shown in a recent study 
by Seyfettin Erşahin.188 The treatise, Hulāsatü’l-Burhān fī İtāati’s-Sultān (Evidence in 
obedience to the Sultan, Istanbul 1247), which used twenty-five hadiths as supporting 
evidence, falls within the established genre of virtue literature or fadhail, which glorified 
and legitimated the Ottoman dynasty in the eyes of the masses. Several copies of the 
 
Kushner, The Rise of Turkish Nationalism, 1876–1908, London, 1977. For the role of religious figures 
at court in the slightly earlier westernizing reforms of Selim III, see Artan, “Forms and Forums of 
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187 Heyd, “The Ottoman Ulema,” 63–96; Shaw, “The Nizamı Cedid.” Some of the permitted 
innovations were newspapers and the dress reform. ʿĀbdülvehhāb did not directly address the 
permissibility of images of the sultan, but he may have directly witnessed the diplomatic utility of 
portraiture in gift exchange in his earlier diplomatic career, when, in 1811 he was sent to Tehran and 
brought along to Fatḥ ʿAlī Shāh a painting of the Russian king. Moritz von Kotzebue Narrative of a 
Journey into Persia in the Suite of the Imperial Russian Embassy in the Year 1817, Philadelphia: M. 
Carey and Son, 1820. 
188 Seyfettin Erşahin “Islamic Support on the Westernization Policy in the Ottoman Empire: Making 
Mahmud II a Reformer Caliph-Sultan by Islamic Virtue Tradition.” Journal of Religious 
Culture/Journal für Religionskultur. ed. Edmund Weber in Association with Institute for Irenic 




Hulāsatü’l-Burhān can be found at the Suleymaniye Library, including those owned by 
prominent Ottoman officials, among them, the prominent statesmen Pertev (no. 350) and 
Hüsrev Pashas (no. 266), who would both eventually become recipients of the taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn themselves. The ownership of this propagandistic treatise among the courtly 
elite is further proof of a centralized movement among them to support the sultan’s 
autocratic reform goals. 
The earliest publications of bestowal ceremonies for the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı 
were intended primarily for a domestic audience, though the loyalties solidified by their 
symbolism would have ramifications in international politics. This audience, comprising 
mainly of the high-ranking officials of the Sublime Porte, was in large part the same pool 
from which recipients would be drawn. It is not until the highest-ranking religious official 
of the Empire is gifted with the portrait that interest from foreign audiences intensified, 
attracted by the apparent contradiction of his acceptance of a graven image.189 Domestic 
bestowals continued throughout the 1830s, including figures such as the director of the 
Imperial Mint Kazaz Artin Amira Bezciyan (Figure 2.7),190 the Minister of War Sāʿib 
 
189 The British fascination with Ottoman (Orthodox Sunni) religious opposition to figurative images in 
general appears even earlier in relation to the larger portrait campaign. According to The London 
Observer, 12 April 1830, citing the German paper Der Komet, when Mahmud II appointed a Mr. 
Lauriston to the position of ‘Painter to the Court,’ the mufti (şeyhülislam) “was much opposed to this 
innovation, and preferred a number of threats from the Koran, but the Padishah soon frightened him 
and induced him to be silent.”  
190 Garo Kürkman, Armenian Painters in the Ottoman Empire (Istanbul: Matüsalem Uzmanlik ve 
Yayincilik, 2004), 1, 33–35. This painting was purchased by a Greek Gardener in Arnavutkoy and 
given to the patriarchate. His title, Amira, was that of a privileged group that shared in some of the 
privileges normally preserved for Muslim members of the court bureaucracy, including sartorial 
privileges such as wearing the sultan’s tuğra (cipher) on the kalpak headgear. Yıldız Devevi Bozkuş, 





Efendi in 1835,191 the Ottoman Ambassador to Vienna Ṣādıḳ Rıfʿat Meḥmed Bey (later 
Pasha) in 1837 (Figure 2.8), and the composer of classical Ottoman music İsmail Dede 
Efendi in 1839.192 At the same time, the grantee pool was diversified with foreign 
representatives of various ranks, including kings and rulers who received ceremonial 
boxes on which the portrait was mounted. From this point forward, the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn 
in all its forms would leave an indelible mark on both internal and foreign affairs 
connected to the Ottoman court.  
Expanding the Frame: Foreign Ambassadors 
The practice of gift exchange has a long and rich history in Ottoman political and 
diplomatic arenas, but it was not until the reign of Selim III (r. 1789–1807) that sultans 
began to commission portraits for strategic use within this context.193 With the growing 
emphasis on the diplomatic corps in the Ottoman foreign policy of the 1820s and 30s, it 
is unsurprising that foreign ambassadors are among the early recipients of the taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn nişānı. In fact, archival records indicate that many foreign ambassadors 
received the imperial portrait and other Ottoman decorations, such as the nişān-i iftihār 
(‘Order of Glory,’ Figure 2.9), at a higher rate than Ottomans themselves, at least during 
 
Kültür Sanat Yayınları, 2013,” in Kebikeç 34 (2012), 237. Bezciyan is responsible for the founding of 
one of the first modern hospitals in Istanbul, Surp Pırgiç Ermeni Hastanesi, in the 1820s. 
191 Though it is published a few weeks later, the ceremony of Saib Efendi (17 Cemaziyelahir 1251 /10 
October 1835) actually takes place a few days before that of ʾĀkif Pasa’s (20 Cemaziyelahir 1251 /13 
October 1835). Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 14 Recep 1251 /5 November 1835, 1. 
192 Nimetullah Akay, “Osmanli Sultani II. Mahmud Döneminde Mevlevilik,” Harran Üniversitesi 
İlahiyat Fakültesi Dergisi, 20, vol. 33, (January-June 2015) 88. 




the initial years of their official implementation.194 Requests for such badges of honor 
were transmitted through diplomatic means and in some cases, became a matter of 
political tensions when portraits were given to some ambassadors and not to others 
during their respective audiences. 
The first foreign ambassador to be bestowed with this honor was a representative 
of Mahmud II’s on-again-off-again ally, the British Empire. On Sunday 9 Rebīʿül-evvel 
1248 /6 August 1832,195 at the shoreside palace of Istavroz Sarayı196 on the Asiatic side of 
the Bosphorus, the Sultan received the longest-serving English Ambassador in 
Constantinople, Sir Stratford Canning (1786–1880, later known as Lord Stratford de 
Redcliffe). Canning was about to depart to London at the end of his short ambassadorial 
tenure (1831–1832), during which he played a major role in negotiating British aid and 
influence in the aftermath of the Greek War of Independence (1831–1832).197 In contrast 
to the aforementioned award ceremonies held for Ottoman dignitaries, this relatively 
 
194 For a detailed history of the history and development of these orders, including its alleged origins 
in Selim III’s gift of a çelenk to British Admiral Horatio Nelson in 1798, see Eldem, Pride and 
Privilege. For a contemporary English translation of Selim III’s decree regarding the “Imperial 
Ottoman Order of the Crescent” in 1804, see The Royal Collection Trust GEO/ADD/2/12, 
https://gpp.rct.uk/Record.aspx?src=CalmView.Catalog&id=ADD2%2f1%2f36&pos=1. 
195 Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 35, 16 Rebīʿül-evvel 1248 /13 August 1832, 3. 
196 This summer palace, designed by royal architect Krikor Amira Balyan at the behest of Mahmud II, 
was also known as the “Yellow Palace” and built between 1829 and 1832. It is well-known from 
descriptions by Helmuth von Moltke and Julia Pardoe, but the wooden structure burnt down in 1851. 
“Beylerbeyi Sarayi Complex,” Archnet.org. Archnet.org/sites/3469.  
197 Canning had served as ambassador to the Ottoman Empire previously 1825–1828, and would serve 
again 1841–1858. According to his own account, his 1831–1832 ambassadorship was cut short over a 
disagreement with British Foreign Secretary Palmerston (Henry John Temple) over the secretary’s 




intimate exchange involved only the sultan, Canning, and their translators.198 The Sultan 
stood to receive his guest and, after addressing and giving the favor of his attention to 
Canning, further honored his awardee by attaching to his neck the “goodnesses-showing 
imperial portrait surrounded with diamonds.”199 Here, “goodnesses” refers to both outer 
and inner beauty of the sultan’s countenance in terms of good moral qualities. As the 
bestowal of the physical object is described as an immediate extension of the favors of 
the sultan’s attention within the context of his immediate physical presence, there is an 
elision between the two. Canning is honored by both the sultan-in-person and the sultan-
in-portrait. 
The familiar nature of this bestowal ceremony may indicate the growing 
importance of personal loyalties in international contract-making on a global stage. At the 
time that Canning’s tenure at Constantinople was ending, the three so-called “Great 
Powers” of Britain, France, and Russia had just recently signed the Treaty of 
 
198 “Dīvān-ı Hümāyūn Tercümānı Efendī ve Istefanākī vesātatlarıyla...” The latter was also known as 
Stefan Bogoridi /Stoĭko Stoĭkov /Stephanos Vogorides, an excellent example of an individual able to 
navigate the upheavals of four decades to survive in the service of the Ottoman court, as recently 
proven by Christine M. Philiou in Biography of an Empire: Governing Ottomans in an Age of 
Revolution. In Canning’s own account of the meeting, he explains the presence of his trusted friend 
Istefanaki Bey in place of the official translator of the British envoy due to the sensitive political 
nature of the political discussion between himself and Mahmud II. Letter from Canning to Palmerston, 
August 7, 1832: F.O. 78/211, published in Lane-Poole, Stratford Canning, 513. 
199 “haṭāb-i şāhāne ve ıltıfāt-i pādışāhaneye maẓher olduğundan mā-ʿadā eṭrāf-i pırlanṭa ile müzeyyen 
bir ḳıṭʿa taṣvīr-i hümayun-i maḥāsin-nümūn,” Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 35, 16 Rebīʿül-evvel 1248 /13 August 
1832, 3. Canning’s own account frames the sultan as having “caused [me] to be invested with his 
Grand Order; the insignia being his portrait in miniature, attached to a gold chain and set in 
diamonds,” Lane-Poole, Stratford Canning, 513. It is well-known that Canning was an avid patron of 
Ottoman art and that while in Istanbul he had commissioned a local artist, possibly of the circle of 
Kostantin Kapidağli, to record his views and studies. The set was gifted to the Victoria and Albert 
Museum by Canning’s daughter Charlotte in 1895. For more, see Charles Newton, “Stratford 
Canning’s Pictures of Turkey,” the Victoria & Albert Album, vol. 3, 1984, 76–83, and Charles 




Constantinople (1832), an agreement concerning the re-stabilization of monarchical 
government in Greece following the assassination of Ioannis Kapodistrias /John 
Capodistria in 1831. The sultan’s gracious reception and engagement with Canning 
signaled his interest in maintaining good relationships with the British, through which it 
was hoped British military aid against further territorial encroachment by Mehmed Ali 
Pasha could be secured. These hopes were unrealized, however, as Canning was unable 
to secure a mutual alliance against Egypt, despite being made doubly aware of the 
“goodnesses” of the sultan. The bestowal of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı as a token of 
friendship and loyalty failed to achieve anything more than a symbolic exchange in this 
case. As a result, the refusal of the British to aid the Ottomans would soon, as Canning 
himself had feared, “throw the Sultan at once into the arms of Russia.”200 
When the British refused to enter a defensive alliance with the Sultan against the 
rebel Mehmed Ali Pasha, the Ottomans turned to an unlikely ally: Russia. This was 
surprising, given that they had been at war only a few years ago (1828–1829), the 
resulting indemnity from which the sultan was still paying. Furthermore, Russian 
encroachment upon Ottoman land in the Balkans, the Black Sea, and the Caucasus was 
one of the major threats to territorial stability in the northern part of the Empire. Yet the 
sultan’s approach to the diplomatic negotiations leading up to the treaty of Hünkār 
İskelesi (8 July 1833) were couched in terms of friendship and mutual happiness, 
symbolically sealed with the bestowal of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı on the Russian 
 




Ambassador Putinef(?)201, who had previously been stationed in the post of Konsolos at 
Alexandria.202  
According to a takrir (internal memo) in the Ottoman Archives, the immediate 
reason for the bestowal was that Putinef had become saddened and hurt when he had 
learned of Canning’s bestowal.203 Additionally, it is reported that the bestowal will shore 
up his loyalty, since Putinef had previously retained a close relationship with Habib, the 
deputy of the wretched/treacherous (ḫāiʾni) Mehmed Ali. The sultan’s response, recorded 
in two parts above and below the original body of text, reflects his satisfaction that Habib 
will not be accompanying Putinef back to St. Petersburg. He interprets this as a sign of 
the friendship (dostluk) between himself and Czar Nicolas, which he intends to 
commemorate with two marks of favor: a decorated box for the Czar and a taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn nişānı for Putinef, the production of which is estimated to take about ten 
days.204 
As the comment on the production time indicates, the diplomatic negotiations 
leading up to the treaty produced a quick turnaround. Ambassador Putinef’s audience 
with the sultan was held in Istanbul at the mābeyn-i hümāyūn of the palace on 11   
 
201 His full name is transliterated as Apollonir Putinof ( فنتوپ یر  نلوپا ) in Mu'āhıdāt Mecmū'ası, vol 4, 
(Istanbul: Ḥaḳīḳat Maṭba'ası, 1877), 90. 
202 According to Serkan Demirbaş’ reading of the treaty, the sultan’s turning to the czar was a 
diplomatic maneuver intended to get the attention of the British. Demirbaş, “A New Perspective on 
the Treaty of Unkiar Skelesi – Mahmud II’s Use of Diplomacy to Resolve the Mehmet Ali Problem,” 
Journal of Social Sciences Eskisehir Osmangazi University 17, no. 2 (Dec. 2016).  
203 “kānine taṣvīr-i hümāyūn-u şāhāneleri iʿṭāsinda rusya elçisi putinefiñ maḥzūn ve müteʾssir 
olduğunu” BOA HAT 367/20282. 
204 “on güne ḳadar i'māl olunabileceği,” BOA HAT 367/20282. This record is cited but not 




Cemāẕī l-āḫir 1248 /5 November 1832,205 just three months after Canning’s reception. 
Accompanied by the Head Translator Frenkin(?) and the Vice Consul, he was received at 
the palace by the Sultan and his ministers, including the serasker pasha, müşir-i hassa 
Ahmed Pasha, and the reis efendi. In the Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ’s coverage of the reception, 
the sultan is referred to as “ruler/protector of the world” (cihānbānī) rather than “refuge 
of the Caliphate” (ḫilāfetpenāhi), emphasizing his sovereignty in international terms.  
In addition to the suspended, diamond-inset taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı, the Konsolos 
was entrusted with a unique gift sent especially for the Czar, a presentation box set with 
jewels and decorated with the imperial portrait.206 Other members of the legation 
received bejeweled decorations of an unspecified order for themselves. This show of 
mutual respect was intended to bring joy and pleasure (maḥẓūẓiyyet) to its participants, 
but also mark the sultan’s portrait as a token of sincere friendship to the tsar, even though 
they had been at war a few years earlier. Public knowledge of the event, ensured by its 
publication in the Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ, had the additional benefit of announcing the 
development of friendly relations between the Ottoman and Russian empires to the wider 
diplomatic sphere, including the British agents whose sovereign had snubbed their former 
ally.207  
 
205 Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 45, 24 Cemāẕī l-evvel 1248/ 18 November 1832, 1.  
206 “cānib-i cenāb-i imperatoriye taṣvīr-i hümāyūn ile müzeyyen bir ʿaded muraṣṣaʿ ḳūṭu ıhdā ve elçiyi 
mūmāileyhye bir ḳiṭʿa aṣḳılı mücevher taṣvīr-i hümāyūn ve tercumān ve vekīl mūmāileyhimaye dahi 
bir ḳiṭʿa mücevher nişān iʿṭā buyurulmiş,” Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 45, 24 Cemāẕī l-evvel 1248/ 18 November 
1832, 1. 
207 Alexandria was the primary commercial trading port and seat of Mehmed Ali Pasha, therefore of 




Throughout the 1830s, the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn continued to be bestowed on foreign 
diplomats and high-ranking political operatives. For example, the Russian General Pavel 
Dmitriyevich Kiselyov /Kiselev (b.1788–d.1872), who served as governor of the 
Ottoman Danubian principalities after the Russo-Ottoman war of 1828–29, (see chapter 
4) received the award along with the title of bey in 1836–1837.208 The Austrian 
Chancellor Metternich and Archduke Franz Joseph also received the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn 
nişānı in August of 1837.209 Metternich’s continued relationship with both Ṣādıḳ Rıfʿat 
Pasha and Mustafa Reşid Pasha fostered the exchange of ideas regarding the reforms that 
would take place during the early Tanzimat period.210 Both Metternich and Kiselev were 
supportive of the politically conservative plan to keep the Ottoman Empire united against 
separatist movements, the framework for which was outlined at the Congress of Vienna 
(1814–1815). However, like Mahmud II, they also supported some socially liberal 
programs such as universal education, improved quarantine and other public health 
measures, and the drafting of proto-constitutionalization documents. In this light, the 
seemingly unstructured assignment of the portrait “order” highlights the benefits of its 
multifaceted meanings and ambiguous network. Whether the countenance surrounded by 
brilliants represented the cihānbānī or ḫilāfetpenāhi to individual viewers, its symbolic 
potency secured the portrait-object a place among the highest-ranking political players of 
its own time. 
 
208 Both of whom were awarded the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, see Chapter 3.  
209 This reason is suggested by Eldem, Pride and Privilege, 130.  
210 Miroslav Šedivy, “Metternich and Mustafa Reshid Pasha’s Fall in 1841,” British Journal of Middle 




High Honors Among Friends: Portrait-Decorated Boxes 
The conditions of the bestowal of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişāni on Konsolos Putinef 
demonstrates that the award was a coveted prize among top-level diplomatic agents. 
However, the portrait-decorated box sent to Czar Nikolai indicates that this was an even 
higher-level portrait-object intended for sovereign rulers. Following the portrait-
embellished box delivered to the Czar by Konsolos Putinef, similar gifts were made to 
King Louis Philippe of France,211 Prince August of Prussia212 and Chancellor Klemens 
von Metternich and Archduke John of Austria.213 One was even produced in June of 1833 
for the recently enthroned King Otto of Greece, who now ruled as a sovereign over 
former Ottoman territory.214  
Jeweled, inlaid, and decorated boxes have a long history in Ottoman gift-giving, 
and the bestowal of snuff-boxes in a diplomatic context dates back to at least 1798, when 
a Russian admiral was gifted with a “typical bejeweled snuff box.”215 Mahmud II’s 
 
211 HAT 714/34088.  
212 HAT 1187/46774. 
213 HAT 47275.C; HAT 1205/47279. The gift was recorded in the German press, which says that the 
box was actually given to Stürmer, with whom the sultan had a close relationship and who conversed 
with each other in Turkish, because the box was not finished in time to give it directly to the Crown 
Prince of Bavaria. The paper also says that the sultan was amicable in his sentiments for the Emperor 
of Austria. “Bei diesem Anlasse übergab der Sultan dem Stürmer eigenhandig sin für den 
Kronprinzen von Baiern bestimmtes und auf einer sehr reich mit Brillanten besetzten Dose 
befindliches Portrait, mit dem Auftrage, es demselben zu übermitteln, da es nicht vor dessen Abreise 
hatte vollendet werden können.” Report from Constantinople 10 July, Borsen Halle, 21 August 1833.  
214 Auldjo. Journal of a Visit to Constantinople, 177. Emphasis Auldjo’s. For his own part, King Otto 
also bestowed gold snuff-boxes as gifts. For two examples reported in the British press, see The Court 
Journal no. 218, 29 June, 1833, and Morning Chronicle, 29 September, 1834.  
215 The box was given on September 5, 1798, along with flowers, fruit, and 2,500 ducats. The Times 
10, November 1798. The British Ambassador Canning also received a diamond snuff-box from sultan 





predecessors apparently made use of this form, to which examples featuring the image of 
his father, Sultan ʿĀbdulhamid I (Figure 2.10) and his cousin, Sultan Selim III (Figure 
2.11) attest. Advances in diamond-cutting technology and the influx of diamonds mined 
from Brazil fueled global demand for increasingly-elaborate designs in the eighteenth 
century.216 Around the same time, new techniques in enamel-working, developed in St. 
Petersburg and Geneva, allowed for finer and more brilliantly-colored works to be 
produced. By the mid-nineteenth-century, the trend for fine snuff boxes, or tabatière, had 
led them to become a standardized diplomatic gift.  
While ubiquitous as an official gift, the individual boxes could be made in an 
endless variety of media and techniques. Some boxes, such as a lapis-blue enamel box in 
the Victoria and Albert Collection, may not have been designed for the sultan in the first 
place, but later modified with the addition of the familiar taṣvīr-i hümāyūn (Figure 
2.12).217 A snuff-box in an American private collection (Figure 2.13), is unique for its 
 
505. The official Ottoman account of this reception is published in Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi 19, 22 Şevvāl 
1247 /25 March, 1832, 1. The newspaper describes the gift as ‘an excellent diamond box’ (bir ʿaded 
aʿlā pırlanṭa ḳuṭu) and adds that members of Canning’s envoy were also given ‘jeweled boxes’ 
(mücevher ḳuṭular). A few years later, the Sultan awarded Captain Franz von Hauslab, Austrian 
instructor to Ottoman youth studying abroad in Vienna, with a box decorated with diamonds. HHStA, 
StA, Türkei VIII, 8 Stürmer to Metternich, Constantinople, 11 Feb. 1835, Türkei VIII, 8, Metternich 
to Stürmer, Vienna, 3 March 1835. Cited by Miroslav Šedivy in “The Diplomatic Background of 
Austria’s and Prussia’s Military Assistance to the Ottoman Empire in the 1830s,” West Bohemian 
Historical Review 1 (2012): 157, note 28. 
216 Gedalia Yogev, Diamond and Coral: Anglo-Dutch Jews and Eighteenth-Century Trade (Leicester: 
Leicester University Press, 1978. 
217 The collection attributes the original box to Pierre-Etienne Théremin, who enjoyed the imperial 
patronage of Catherine II in the late eighteenth century. This piece came into the collection via the 
provenance of Prince Oscar of Prussia. Illustrated London News, 2 February 1946, 128, cited by 
object page on V&A website. It is possible that this is the same “taṣvīr-i hümāyūn-ı melāiʾk-nümūn-ı 





composition of burled walnut lined with tortoise shell. While popular luxury materials in 
the nineteenth century, it is of a different class of objects from the gold and diamond 
examples. An example in the Khalili Collection (Figure 2.14) is unique because its taṣvīr-
i hümāyūn is mounted inside of the lid, requiring that the viewer interact with the object 
and lift the lid.218 The wide variety of media present among these boxes indicates the 
flexibility of the snuff-box as a diplomatic gift, even within the relatively restricted class 
of portrait-decorated boxes, further augmenting the function and network of distribution 
that we can ascribe to the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn. 
Conclusion 
 The fusing of Ottoman and international diplomatic politics during the reign of 
Mahmud II set the stage for an extraordinary new era in diplomatic gift exchange and 
ceremonial reception. The global tides of modernism, ebbing and flowing among cultural 
capitals encouraged rapid innovations in the standardization of gifts that could operate 
within this shifting environment. The changing global political landscape of the Ottoman 
empire in the 1820s and 1830s, shaped by internal rebellions, external military pressure, 
and competition among high officials coalesced in a way that encouraged the 
public/published bestowals of tokens of personal loyalty.  
 
portrait of the angel-like Shadow of God’) gifted to Prince August of Prussia and reported to have 
been delivered by a document dated 23 Sefer 1254 /18 May 1838. BOA HAT 1187/46774.  
218 In the 1820s and 30s, a number of similar boxes with landscape or still-life scenes with pastel floral 
boarders were produced in Geneva, Switzerland, for the Ottoman market. Haydn Williams, Enamels 
of the World: 1700-2000 The Khalili Collections (London: 2009), cat. 45, p. 96. More examples of 
Ottoman snuff-boxes probably exist in the massive collections of the Louvre and the Hermitage. A 
number of gold and enamel snuffboxes produced in Geneva for the Turkish market ca. 1820–30 




The ambiguous nature of the earliest bestowals of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn (on the 
şerif of Mecca, şeyhülislam, grand vizier, serdar-i ekrem, kaymakam, serasker and 
kapudan pashas, and Pertev Pasha), taken in consideration of the fact that they were 
published as some of the first headlines in the state-run Taḳvīm-i Veḳāyi, served to 
demarcate the sultan’s most favored officials, but also the offices to which he ascribed 
strategic political capital. The next wave of bestowals, granted to foreign agents (English 
ambassador Canning, Russian ambassador Putinef) highlights the role of the sultan’s 
portrait in the diplomatic negotiations and political maneuverings occurring in response 
to the threat of Mehmed Ali Pasha’s territorial encroachment. In the wake of the Russo-
Ottoman treaty of Hünkār İskelesi, fine snuff-boxes boxes featuring the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn 
(granted to Tsar Nikolai and King Otto of Greece) underscored Mahmud II’s willingness 
to work within the confines of Russian policy, even when that meant showing favor to 
those who had the power to threaten the Empire’s territorial stability.  
The third wave of bestowals, occurring from the middle of the decade onwards 
(including King William IV, Sir Theophilus Lee, Russian general Kislov, Prince 
Metternich, and Saib Efendi, ʾĀkif, Ṣādıḳ, and Reşid Pashas) included both domestic and 
foreign recipients that together held a range of ranks and offices that stretched further 
than the first two waves combined. Though the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn had never been 
conceptualized as a reward for specific service or the achievement of a particular rank 
(though it was sometimes conferred at the same time that a change in rank occurred), it is 
within the last five years of Mahmud II’s portrait campaign that the true complexity of 




the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı would continue under his son and successor, Abdülmecid 
(Figure 2.15), although it was not bestowed with the same level of ceremonial pageantry 
at symbolic attention to personal attachment. 
By highlighting the locations and actors common to the ceremonial bestowal of 
the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn by Mahmud II in its initial institution in the third decade of the 
nineteenth century, my goal was to demonstrate the multiplicity of distribution networks 
and diplomatic functions of these paintings. At the same time, I have identified the 
specific recipients in respect to their involvement in fostering diplomacy during the last 
fourteen years of Mahmud II’s reign. Examining these portraits as nodes on a 
propagandistic network, connected by the shared experience of ceremonial splendor, 
which would be relived and remembered each time a beholder looked at their taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn nişānı, is a significant expansion of the discussion of imperial Ottoman art in 
the early nineteenth century.  As a result, this chapter serves to highlight the ways in 
which Mahmud II framed the bestowal of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı within the wide 





Chapter 3: Inauguration Ceremonies of the “Miracle-Showing” Portrait:        
Large-Format Taṣvīr-i Hümāyūn  
Introduction 
On the afternoon of 29 Rebīʿül-evvel 1252 /14 July 1836, a grand ceremonial 
procession made its way through Üsküdar to the newly-rebuilt imperial barracks at 
Selimiye.219 The air reverberated with the roar of cannons, drill fire, and martial music.220 
Commanders and officers of the Ottoman imperial military, outfitted in the heavily-
embroidered dress uniforms recently introduced by the sultan, gathered their respective 
battalions and regiments at prescribed meeting points stretching from the pier at the 
sultan’s shoreside summer palace of Beylerbey to the plain of Haydar Pasha. The parade 
was organized on the occasion of the installation of a large-scale oil-on-canvas imperial 
portrait (taṣvīr-i hümāyūn), which travelled along the route in the imperial carriage. As 
the portrait reached its destination, it was unloaded and hung in the place that had been 
especially prepared for that purpose. The ceremony then reached its symbolic high point 
as sacrifices were made, prayers were said, and soldiers saluted the portrait, treating it 
with the same honor customarily shown to their sovereign himself.  
The ceremonial procession to and portrait installation at Selimiye barracks is 
characteristic of several portrait-inauguration ceremonies carried out at barracks, schools, 
and government offices. These ceremonies were part of the wider propagandistic 
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portraiture campaign of Sultan Mahmud II in the 1830s. While unique in format and 
focus, the inauguration ceremonies held in honor of the large-scale taṣvīr-i hümāyūn 
shared much in common with the bestowal ceremonies held for awardees of the 
miniature-scale medallion format taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı (see chapter 2). At the same 
time, the inaugurations of the sultan’s portrait participated in a wider, international trend 
for official receptions held in honor of state portraiture paralleled in cosmopolitan court 
cultures across Eurasian and American geographies in the late eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries. In this chapter, I argue that the ceremonial content of the portrait-
inauguration programs, which adapted and combined Ottoman and foreign ritual 
symbolism in an eclectic but deliberate manner, supported the propagandistic effort to 
portray the sultan as an active, capable, and modern military leader. This military-king 
persona was typical of ruler portraiture across Eurasian courts in the first half of the 
nineteenth century, appearing for example in images of Tsars Alexander and Nicholas I 
of Russia, Charles X of France, George IV of England, Francis I of Austria, and 
Frederick William III of Prussia. 
In the previous two chapters, I have argued that the sultan’s portraiture campaign 
was deployed as an ideologically cohesive but formally flexible propaganda mechanism 
intended to publicize and enforce Mahmud II’s top-down reform programs in military 
and civil spheres. In chapter one, I demonstrated the subtle beginnings of this movement 
and its shift to include new stylistic and technical trends through works on paper 
(including paintings, drawings, and print works). In chapter two, I explored how the 




heighten the bonds of loyalty and friendship within an exclusive social network operating 
within the high-ranking military and civil circles of Ottoman politics. This chapter 
continues the study of the portrait campaign through yet another materially-distinct form 
of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn – the large-scale wall-hanging portrait, typically executed in oil 
on canvas. Considering the function and reception of these objects within the context of 
official ceremonial programs held in prescribed institutional settings shows how these 
images were framed as proxies for the sultan’s presence as a charismatic military leader, 
which in turn had ramifications for the concrete implementation of Mahmud II’s military 
reforms.  
This chapter’s emphasis on ceremony and setting is essential to understanding the 
ability of the portrait program to function within the reform context, which, while 
emphasizing military strength, also included legislative and diplomatic sectors of the 
Ottoman central government. This is represented primarily in terms of the physical 
locations of various ceremonies, both in terms of space (the institutional settings 
themselves) and place (the distribution of these locations across Ottoman and foreign 
lands, including processional routes). During the course of 1836, the same year that the 
portrait was installed at Selimiye, it was also inaugurated at the barracks at Rami and 
Taksim, the Bab-ı Âli, and the naval ship Nusret.221 By the summer of 1838, according to 
the account of Horatio Southgate (upon whom the charm of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn was 
apparently lost), “a woful[sic] misrepresentation of the royal features was to be seen in 
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most, if not all, the barracks, in several of the public offices and in the cabins of the ships 
of war.”222 Southgate’s disapproval, colored by his own faith-based bias against the genre 
of portraiture,223 bears witness to both the ubiquity of the sultan’s image in Istanbul and 
the strong opinions elicited by its display. These strong emotional reactions, either in 
favor of or against the public display of the sultan’s portrait, in addition to their physical 
presence in new or recently-rebuilt government institutions, symbolically charged these 
portraits with the controversies inherent to the reform movement. Despite the 
propagandistic potential of these symbolically heavy objects for supporting reform in the 
Tanzimat era (1839–1876), the phenomenon of their associated inauguration ceremonies 
lasted only a few years, ending with the death of Mahmud II in 1839.  
This chapter pays particular attention to the formal descriptive factors published 
in newspaper accounts, which remain the primary source material for the study of these 
ceremonies, both for determining common elements as well as for examining the 
honorific language used to describe the sultan’s image. Examining textual records is 
particularly useful for filling in the gaps in art historical scholarship regarding the 
audience and reception of the campaign.224 Conversely, social histories rarely bother to 
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connect written descriptions to surviving physical examples, missing out on the pivotal 
role of the portraits’ material qualities and their poetic relationship to the published 
text.225 Unfortunately, only a few examples of the large-format wall-hanging genre have 
survived, an issue that I will address below. By examining the surviving visual evidence 
alongside newspaper and archival records, we gain a better idea of the audience for 
whom the images were prepared and whether or not they were successful in garnering 
support for the sultan’s reform programs. More precisely, it shows how ceremonial 
augmentation, such as processing, saluting, and eulogizing the portrait complemented its 
role as a proxy for the sultan.  
Embodiment in Image and the Body Politic in the early Nineteenth Century 
Examining the language used to describe the sultan’s portrait in its codified 
ceremonial context reveals the close association between the image of the sultan and the 
presence of the sultan in-the-flesh during these ceremonies. Using the portrait as a proxy 
for the ruler is a practice with ancient roots.226 This age-old strategy for legitimizing 
power was revitalized in the form of state portraiture – characteristically full-length, 
large-scale works featuring their subjects in robes of state, surrounded by symbols of 
monarchy – during the Napoleonic era of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries. Bonaparte, rather than imitating the trappings of monarchy, to which he had no 
 
Ruler Visibility. 
225 For example, those of Stephanov, Ruler Visibility, and Deringil, The Well-Protected Domains, 10. 
226 Ernst Kantorowicz theorized the use of this strategy for representing power by medieval kings who 
legitimated their right to rule through their two bodies: one natural, and the other transcendent. See 




legitimate claim (and which were weakened because of the ideologies spread by the 
American and French Revolutions), leaned on his public persona as a conquering 
emperor in the style of Charlemagne.227 While Napoleon’s power did not rely on 
established dynastic legitimacy, his representation of self (or rather, his condoning of 
representational types produced by the artists of the Davidian school) relied on the 
conflation between the physical body of the ruler-conqueror and the body politic, an 
ideology famously summed up in Louis XIV’s absolutist statement, “L’état c’est moi.”228 
In the first half of the nineteenth century, rulers across Eurasia and America adapted the 
Napoleonic model of Neoclassical state portraiture, often staging ceremonies or enacting 
protocol that closely linked the depiction of a ruler with the authority represented in the 
actual physical body of the ruler. 
Michael Marrinan has shown how these symbolic conventions remained in play in 
the French context of the 1830s, where the down-to-earth, approachable persona of 
Louis-Philippe (King of France 1830–1848), styled as the “citizen’s king,” was 
represented in both the physical body and body politic of the new ruler.229 The portrait of 
Louis-Philippe enjoyed deferential treatment that mirrored that of its referent even when 
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travelling to foreign courts, such as that of the Hawaiian King Kamehameha III (1825–
1854), where it was processed by the French consul, accompanied by a battalion of 
soldiers, a band, a contingent of Catholic clergy, and a 21-gun salute.230 Jenny Reynaerts 
has cogently demonstrated how King Willem I of the United Kingdom of the Netherlands 
(1815–1830), for whom Napoleonic models were the closest monarchical images, linked 
his image with the power represented in its referent (his physical body). Following the 
example of Napoleon’s younger brother, Louis Bonaparte (King of Holland 1806–1810), 
large-scale, full-length portraits of King Willem I were hung in buildings of political 
importance. When one such portrait was shipped to the Dutch East Indies, newspaper 
reports spoke of it as if it were the person of the king himself making the journey.231 
Much work remains to be done on the cross-cultural and inter-imperial implications of 
these shared conventions, but for the purposes of this chapter, let it suffice to note that the 
Ottoman version of ceremonial portrait proxyship was in many ways legible within the 
framework of wider nineteenth-century trends in the representation of power. This is 
significant because it shows that these portraits were intended to be understood by 
European observers whose opinions of the sultan had concrete consequences for 
diplomacy, military alliances, and the threat of the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire on 
the nineteenth-century world stage. 
While Mahmud II, like his contemporaries, adopted successful and appropriate 
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elements from Napoleonic propaganda, his portraiture was in some ways a continuation 
of the long-established genre of Ottoman’s sultans’ portraiture. Günsel Renda has done 
the most extensive work on the topic of the large-scale wall-hanging taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, 
which she frames as a bridge connecting the established genre of sultan’s portraiture in 
small-scale single-page, album, and illustrated historical works to later large-scale 
westernizing works sponsored by the imperial household.232 As I argued in chapter 1, 
images of Mahmud II continued to reach back to earlier Ottoman pictorial conventions, 
including both the image of the aloof, decorous ruler and the military-charismatic 
portraiture of the fourteenth, fifteenth, and sixteenth centuries. Edhem Eldem has argued 
convincingly for the theorization of the symbolic power of the sultan’s image in the 
nineteenth century as a “radical redefinition of the role of sultanic visibility” which was 
used to foster the success of modernization movements within the military-bureaucratic 
complex. Darin Stephanov has recently expanded Eldem’s theorization to include 
mentions of the sultan’s person in the press, his physical presence among the masses, and 
the celebration of annual secular anniversaries (birthdays, accession days, etc.) a concept 
he terms the “first shift in ruler visibility.” As demonstrated by Tülay Artan’s studies of 
wedding and circumcision celebrations, ceremonial innovations and revivals at the court 
in Istanbul were already expanding in a way that engaged the landscape and royal 
architectural patronage of Istanbul in the early eighteenth century.233 Mahmud II’s oil 
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portraits and their inauguration ceremonies should be viewed as a continuation, or 
variation of these existent trends, rather than as a radical break or drastically new type of 
visibility.  
With an eye to existing Ottoman ceremonies, this chapter considers the formal 
similarities between the portrait-as-object and the portrait-in-text through a systematic 
comparison of repeated phrases, ceremonial elements, and processional routes in order to 
situate it within the broader history of nineteenth-century state ceremonies and ruler-
image proxy relationships. Specifically, this chapter strengthens existing scholarship by 
integrating art and social histories through the study of contemporaneous accounts, 
including newspapers, archival documents, and travelogues written by foreign visitors to 
the empire, many of which have been left out of the scholarship due to their inherent bias 
or perceived superfluity. The goal of close-reading such untapped sources is to reexamine 
the focused use of the portrait as a source of ideological power. When we reexamine both 
visual and textual records together, it places the portraits within their full ritual context. 
This links them with celebrations recorded in the surname-i hümāyūn (books 
commemorating official ceremonies) of centuries past, which included elements such as 
skill demonstrations, parades in full regalia, gift presentations, banquets, and 
illuminations.234 The sultan’s active participation in western-style military drills, 
however, was a new innovation, itself the topic of paintings, including examples in the 
Dolmabahçe and Topkapı collections (Figures 3.1–3.3). 
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While grand-scale military-style installation processions were concentrated in the 
capital city of Istanbul, at the same time, the sultan’s portrait presided over other types of 
ceremonies taking place in Ottoman provinces as far as Rumelia and Egypt, and even in 
permanent foreign embassies.235 This included display in the newly-established Ottoman 
embassies in London, Paris, Vienna, and Tehran, where the portrait stood in for the 
person of the sultan during annual celebrations such as birthday and accession days, a 
phenomenon recently called to the fore by Stephanov.236 Studying the “map” of where 
these pictures were installed brings forth patterns in how these particular buildings upheld 
the institutional reforms of the 1830s: the barracks provided the amenities for the new 
standing army to live and train, the schools a place for students (themselves future 
soldiers and bureaucrats) to learn the new, standardized curriculum, the permanent 
foreign embassies an Ottoman enclave from which to make favorable diplomatic 
impressions. Reading the portraits with an eye to the function of these places within the 
wider reform program shows us that both Ottoman and non-Ottoman, domestic and 
foreign, military and civilian audiences were targeted in the sultan’s propaganda 
campaign. Therefore, the portrait needed to be easily legible to cosmopolitan audiences in 
terms of style, form, and size. Considering the portraits within their full ritual 
significance we find that Mahmud II and his propagandists were attempting to link the 
message of the sultan as a legitimate, modern military ruler with the idea that the reforms 
 
235 Hakan Karateke, “Einige Bemerkungen zu den osmanischen Insignia Imperialia – insbesondere des 
19. Jahrhunderts,” Scripta Ottomanica et Res Altaicae. Festschrift für Barbara Kellner-Heinkele zu 
ihrem 60. Geburtstag, ed. I. Hauenschild (Wiesbaden, 2002), 195–208.  




carried out at his behest were also legitimate, permissible under Ottoman law and cultural 
mores, and in the best military interests of the Empire.  
The Issue of Survival and Methodology 
According to the account of the court historiographer Aḥmed Lüṭfī Efendi, the 
large-scale taṣvīr-i hümāyūn which had been on display in barracks and state offices were 
“covered and hidden” after the death of Mahmud II.237 This is in contrast to the small-
scale nişān, which were not hidden, but continued to be worn as military orders, although 
sometimes updated with the portraits of successors including those of Abdülmecid (r. 
1839–1861) and Abdülaziz (r. 1861–1876). The passing of the sultan as well as the 
allegedly controversial nature of this type of display (since it involved the deferential 
treatment of an image that some considered to be bordering on sacrilegious) may account 
for the fact that very few works have been identified and accepted as originals dating 
from Mahmud II’s reign. However, given that the textual descriptions of such works are 
rather limited (or rather, highly panegyric), as will be discussed in terms of 
contemporaneous newspaper reports below, it is nearly impossible to rule out any 
proposed examples based on formal elements alone.  
At least two paintings in Istanbul collections today are generally accepted by art 
historians as surviving examples of the large-scale taṣvīr-i hümāyūn. The first is an 
anonymously-painted oil-on-canvas work that hangs today in the Hall of Sultans’ 
Portraiture at the Topkapı Palace Museum (Figure 3.4).238 This portrait features the sultan 
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in his dress uniform, seated before a view of Istanbul, holding an official document 
emblazoned with his tuğra (imperial cipher), and pointing ahead. The sartorial and 
iconographic elements represented in the painting, which I have argued elsewhere 
supports the conceptualization of the ruler as a modern sultan, make it an appropriate 
choice for display in a military college, barracks, or government office.239  
The other potential survivor, proposed by Garo Kürkman in his work on 
Armenian artists within the Empire, is in the Collection of the Naval Museum in Istanbul 
(Figure 3.5).240 This portrait more closely resembles a scaled-up version of the medallion-
format portrait (taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı) of the campaign, featuring a forward-facing bust 
portrait of the sultan in uniform.241 However, the scale and provenance of this example 
are not able to be verified as the museum has not permitted examination or display of this 
work. Both the Topkapı and Naval Museum examples certainly fulfil the common 
elements described in the ceremony accounts, the language of which will be examined in 
more detail below, namely, that they are reasonably large enough to be installed on a wall 
and show the sultan’s face in a flattering way.  
In addition to the portraits in the Topkapı and Naval Museum collections, I 
propose a third work for consideration as a candidate for a surviving example of the 
large-scale portrait type. This candidate work is a full-length oil-on-canvas portrait of 
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Mahmud II in military uniform, signed by one Athanasios Karantz(ou)las and held in the 
Pera Museum collection (Figure 3.6). The painting has hitherto not been considered as 
part of the campaign because of the posthumous inscription in its top right corner which 
reads, “The Warrior Sultan Mahmud Khan II, who now dwells in Paradise” (cennet-
mekān Gāzī Sulṭān Mahmud Ḥan-ı S̠ānī). It is unclear whether the inscription was part of 
the original composition. However, due to the painting’s close formal relationship to 
other campaign works and their textual descriptions, it stands to reason that such a work 
should at least be considered as a possible variation or copy of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn 
commissioned for the installation ceremonies, if not a surviving example itself.  
The composition of the Pera Museum portrait may have been based on a popular 
depiction of the sultan by the French artist Henri Schlesinger, completed in 1836 (see 
chapter 1). This composition features the standing, caped sultan standing in front of a 
curtain in the grand manner that Schlesinger used to build his reputation for flattering 
royal portraiture. This composition was copied in graphic form and imitated widely for 
the tourist market in Istanbul, though local artists often opted out of the romantic, highly-
modeled French style.242 Instead, portraits such as that in the Pera collection use a bolder, 
more delineated style that speaks to the type of watercolor and enamel work used in the 
medallion-format miniature bust portraits of Mahmud II. That stylistic relationship, 
considered against the formal relationship to the Schlesinger type, which, in turn, shares 
material aspects (large, wall-hanging, oil-on-canvas) with the other paintings at the center 
 
242 The adaptation of iconographic and compositional elements without stylistic fidelity was a 
common Ottoman artistic practice since the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, as proven by Emine 




of this chapter demonstrates just how closely related campaign images across different 
material formats really were.  
While I have included the above images to give the reader a sense of how the 
original large-scale taṣvīr-i hümāyūn may have looked, the focus of this chapter is not 
such literal visual content. Instead, this chapter is about the reception of those images – or 
more precisely, the officially-prescribed reception of those images and the imperial 
munificence and honor that they represented. In order to carry out an art-historical 
analysis on this material, I will be relying on written descriptions, including official 
historiography, newspaper accounts, and the accounts of foreign travelers. This textual 
material, while including some limited physical descriptions of the portraits themselves 
(large, on canvas, in the “Chinese style,” etc.), is more concentrated on abstract elements 
that are revealing of the intended function of the works within a ceremonial context 
(“miracle-showing,” “sun-like,” “beauties-showing,” etc.). In a way, this methodology 
amounts to an analysis of textual “portraits” of the portraits, which, while frustrating for a 
researcher operating in an image-saturated world, has deep roots in Ottoman art 
historiography. 
A word on Audience via Newspaper 
Detailed descriptions of the portrait-hanging ceremonies were disseminated by the 
first official state gazette, the Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ (Calendar of Events).243 The sultan 
himself had tight control over the editorial process via high-ranking loyalists from the 
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ranks of the ulema, ensuring that these accounts achieved propagandistic goals.244 The 
gazette’s authoritative claim to representing events as they occurred was in a way not so 
different from the eulogistic histories that had existed at the Ottoman court for centuries, 
though now the audience was much wider.245 The inherent qualities of this early form of 
mass media meant that the readership, comprised of the literate elite, but also of rising 
military, bureaucratic, and diplomatic classes246 became virtual spectators for the events 
if they were not in attendance in person. 
Even for those who had attended in person, the paper would have worked as an 
annotated parade guide, giving names and positions of various battalions and the names 
of their officers and commanders. For the highest ranking of the ministers, such as the 
Serasker Damat Gürcü Halil Pasha, Ferik Ahmed Fethi Pasha, or Ahmed Fevzi Pasha, 
whose names appear repeatedly in these accounts, it must have also functioned as a form 
of honor and flattery. The use of repetitive language and phrases, which can be 
ascertained through comparative readings of successive editions, connected the portrayal 
of these events not only to each other, but also to the wider trends of military parade and 
spectacle happening in European and American spheres in the nineteenth century. Later, 
with the addition of multi-lingual editions of the paper, the audience would have been 
expanded even more.247   
 
244 Heyd, “The Ottoman Ulema,” 29–59. 
245 For the documentary qualities of the images in illustrated Ottoman histories, see Fetvacı, “From 
Print to Trace,” 257.  
246 Kırlı, “The Struggle Over Space.”  




Display in Barracks: Rami, Selimiye, Taksim 
According to Ünver Rüstem, the introduction of modern military barracks in the 
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries “succeeded in transforming Istanbul’s 
extended cityscape.” Existing urban and suburban spaces within Istanbul were activated – 
that is, used as a stage for state ceremonies and building projects – beyond the historical 
center in a way that explicitly enforced military reform.248 This can be illustrated by 
highlighting three military barracks that received the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn as part of official 
ceremonies.249 Using a modified version of a map of Istanbul in 1882 by the firm Lorentz 
and Keil, we can see how the distribution of these inauguration sites spread out from the 
old city center, connecting it with Galata and Üsküdar across the Bosphorus (Figure 3.7). 
The construction of modern barracks, in the form of large, multistory quadrangles, was 
part of Selim III’s new reforms, as they were the site where his Nizam-ı Cedid or New 
Order Troops were housed and trained.250 The emphasis on barracks was also 
symbolically significant because it marked the transition from Janissary to New Troop 
structures. In this way, the barracks themselves, as backdrops to the portrait ceremonies, 
were symbols for modernization as well as the power of central authority.251 
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The ceremony at Rami Barracks in Eyüp took place on Thursday, 22 
Rebiyülevvel 1252 /7 July 1836.252 At dawn, the Serasker Pasha (Army Commander) and 
Sa’id Pasha, outfitted in the “official uniform heavily embroidered in metallic thread and 
with the Order of Glory and epaulettes” (nişān-i zīşān ve ṣirmalū ağir elbise-i resmiye ve 
apoletler), led elite soldiers both on boats and on foot to the Defterdar pier, accompanied 
by alternating cannon fire and the music of the military band. Rıza Efendi, charged with 
transporting the “exalted portrait of His Majesty” (taṣvīr-i muʿalla hażret-i şāhāne), met 
Fevzi and Fethi Pashas at the pier, and together they loaded it into the waiting carriage 
(fayṭon). Following the carriage, they processed from Defterdar to the Feshāne-i Āmire253 
and onwards to Esma Sultan’s palace254 before heading inland towards the barracks. As 
the carriage carrying the portrait came into view, the military band struck up a cadence 
and soldiers shouted, “long live the sultan!” (pādişāhım çok yaşa duʿā). The carriage 
passed through the gate of the barracks and pulled up alongside the mounting stone 
(seng-i rikāb) under the sultan’s apartment, an action and location typically reserved for 
the person of the sovereign himself. The portrait was then placed on a dias or seat of 
honor (kürsī), which was covered with heavy fabrics to make a pleasant viewing place.255 
Once the portrait was installed, Antakya Hoca Said Efendi performed animal 
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254 Esma Sultan (1778–1848) was Mahmud II’s half-sister and full sister to Sultan Mustafa IV (r. 
1807–1808) and owned a number of waterfront palaces. She held receptions for female members of 
foreign diplomatic circles, such as the wife of the French Ambassador, Admiral Roussin. The Times, 
19 August, 1836.  
255 “ağir ve muṭalla istifa poşide-ile örtülmüş olan cāy-i muʿallā üzerine vaża,ʿ” Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ 




sacrifices and distributed the meat to the poor, a symbol that had for centuries stood as a 
sign of the Ottoman sultan’s beneficence and his patrimonial ability to nourish his 
subjects as a father-leader.256 Then the sheikh from the Sultan Beyezid Friday Mosque 
and a sheikh of Murad Molla Tekke by the name of Murad Efendi prayed for the long, 
healthy life and success of the sultan and the courage of his military. Following a 
collective “amen,” a 21-cannon salute and drill fire continued for a quarter of an hour.257 
The Serasker and Riza Efendi reposed for a while before they were seen off at the Bustan 
pier.  
According to the account published in the official gazette, as soldiers proceeded 
past the inaugurated image, they could not help but look at the face of the sultan, as they 
had a strong will and longing to see it (galubbe-i ḫʿāhış ve iştiyāk) even though strict 
western-style military protocol forbid them to turn their heads. Even accounting for the 
propagandistic tilt of the newspaper (the sultan himself had tight control over the editorial 
process via high-ranking loyalists from among the ranks of the ulema class258), the report 
seems to capture the weight of the portrait as a spell-binding center of attention. Clearly, 
there is respect shared among the regiments and ranks to the point where they salute the 
image, dismount from their horses, and even unload it using the royal stepping stone as if 
it is the sultan himself. These aspects are further formalized in the ceremonies that 
 
256 The sultan symbolically provided for anyone at the Topkapı, and food was distributed there to 
signal Necipoğlu, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power, 55.  
257 For the Ottoman adaptation of the 21-gun salute, see Darin Stephanov, “Salvos and Sovereignty: 
Comparative Notes on Ceremonial Gunfire in the Late Ottoman and Russian Empires,” Journal of the 
Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association vol. 6 no. 1 (Spring 2019): 81–102.   




followed later in the summer of 1836.  
A week after the ceremony at Rami Barracks, on 29 Rebiyülevvel 1252 /14 July 
1836, members of the Ottoman military assembled again, this time across the Bosphorus 
at Üsküdar for the procession to Selimiye Barracks as described in the introduction to this 
chapter. As noted earlier, the location for this ceremony was deliberately chosen as a 
symbol of the sultan’s power, since the original wooden structure had been burnt down 
by the rebellious Janissaries in 1812.259 As the procession moved through the geography 
of Üsküdar, it connected the imperial summer residence, Beylerbey Sarayı, with the 
surrounding area, including ports, landmarks, and streets. In fact, the whole area was 
established during Selim III’s time as part of a “comprehensive monument to the New 
Order,” an urban center including a mosque complex with primary school, timekeeper’s 
office, bathhouse, fountains, ninety-seven shops, a printing house, bakery, shoreline 
facilities for rowers and porters, various workshops and factories, and a Nakşibendi 
lodge.260 By tracing the parade route on the Davies map, we can see how the army and 
navy encircled the area, calling attention not only to the inauguration of the portrait or the 
newly-rebuilt barracks, but to the reinvigoration of a modernizing project in the face of 
resistance.  
The procession to Selimiye mirrored that which had taken place a week before in 
 
259 For the original structure, see Mustafa Cezar, Osmanlı Başkenti İstanbul (İstanbul: Erol Kerim 
Aksoy Kültür, Eğitim, Spor ve Sağlık Vakfı, 2002), 476. See also M. Gözde Ramazanoğlu, “Osmanlı 
Yenileşme Hareketleri İçerisinde Selimiye Kışlası ve Yerleşim Alanı,” (PhD diss., Yıldız Teknik 
Üniversitesi, İstanbul, 1996). Parts of the Selimiye barracks were famously used later in the century 
by Florence Nightingale to treat soldiers during the Crimean War (1853–56).  




that the Serasker, Sa’id Pasha, and Halil Pasha were the primary officiants. Whereas the 
Rami ceremony had set off at dawn, however, this one began as officers and commanders 
gathered their respective battalions at the sahilhane (shorehouse) at one in the afternoon. 
As in the previous case, different meeting points are assigned according to rank, and 
additional battalions were added as the main over-land procession passed a series of 
landmarks: Fıstıklı Bayır, Nuhkuyusu Caddesi, Mehmed Pasha Kasr, Bağlarbaşı, and 
Haydar Pasha Plain. As the four-horse imperial carriage approached the Selimiye 
complex, the cavalry dismounted and soldiers stood at attention.261 The carriage pulled up 
alongside the mounting stone, where the portrait was unloaded and taken to the appointed 
place (cāy-i muʿallā vaż olan).  
After the portrait was installed, a memur (appointed official) made animal 
sacrifices. A Sheik of the Hüdayi order by the name of Mahmud Efendi presented a 
prayer following the themes of health, vigor, and victory of the sultan. Then Sheik Yunus 
Efendi of the Sünbüliye Order recited a fatiha which ended in a collective “amen.”262 
This was followed by a 21-gun salute, the firing of cannons, and a collective prayer 
(“pādişāhım çok yaşa duʿā”), this time placed later in the ceremony than in the example 
described above. The extreme consistency between elements of these ceremonies 
underlines their intentionality as part of a larger ritual program. Simultaneously, the 
 
261 Southgate, Narrative of a Tour, 75.  
262 The choice of Yunus Efendi, who was a leader of the order in the nineteenth century, is telling, 
since Mahmud II actively supported the tekke (dervish lodge) and made several visits to it. Sünbüliye 
is a major suborder of the Halvetiye order (tarikat), which was one of the most important brotherhoods 
in the Ottoman Empire from the 16th to 20th centuries. See “Sünbüliyye,” Islam Ansiklopedisi 38 





repetition present in the ceremonial program, which indicates a degree of centralization in 
planning, cemented its ideological support of Mahmud II’s larger reform programs in the 
military and civil spheres.  
That night, the barracks were lit up with illuminations and fireworks, an 
impressive display that would have increased the audience beyond those who were 
physically present in the barracks to an even wider swath of the sultan’s urban subjects as 
well as foreigners and expats present in Istanbul.263 These lights were symbolic of the 
sultan’s power, but also a reflection of his perfection, beauty, and luminosity, established 
ideas related to the display of divine power and further driven home through the use of 
eulogistic phrases. The portrait itself is described as both sun-like (taṣvīr-i şems naẓire) 
and later, moon-like (taṣvir-i qamer-naẓir) within the newspaper account, connecting the 
person of the sultan, his image, and celestial sources of power, light, and order.  
 Three weeks after the inauguration ceremony at the Selimiye Barracks, a third 
barracks-based portrait installation took place in Pera. On 20 Rebiyülâhir 1252 /4 August 
1836,264 a military procession gathered at the Topçu Kışlası in what is now Taksim 
Square. Like Selimiye, Topçu held enormous symbolic power because it had originally 
been built by command of Selim III in 1806.265 The procession gathered in the early 
 
263 An interesting detail published in the report states that the Serasker applies for permission from the 
Sultan himself in order for soldiers to bring pyrotechnics from the Tersāne-i ʿĀmire to the Selimiye 
barracks, which seems to give ultimate responsibility to Mahmud II for the fireworks display held in 
his own honor. 
264 The date printed in the paper is 21 Rebiyülâhir, which was a Friday. The previous day, 20 
Rebiyülâhir, was likely the Thursday to which the text refers. Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ 134, 16 
Cemaziyülevvel 1252 /29 August 1836.   





morning at the courtyard in front of the tufeng-ḫāne (gun storehouse (?)) at Dolmabahçe, 
surrounded by a mixed crowd of Ottoman and non-Ottoman civilian onlookers.266 High-
ranking officials and leaders assembled regular troops as well as a full battalion of naval 
troops manning European-style rowboats (sandal) decked with flags and ceremonial 
banners in the new fashion. Cannon fire, musket peal, and the beating of drums filled the 
air as the boats docked at Beşiktaş Palace and the procession set off towards the barracks 
at Taksim through Gümüşsuyu. On the arrival of the portrait within the interior courtyard 
of the barracks, each soldier was permitted to view it in turn.  
In contrast to the celebratory tone reported in the newspaper, foreign witnesses 
report a general feeling of anxiety from the public surrounding the pomp and 
circumstance afforded to the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn. Miss Julia Pardoe, an English travel writer 
who was present in the crowd gathered at Dolmabahçe, claimed that she spoke with 
Turks who were worried that, “the Franks are turning the head of the Sultan, and he will 
soon be as they are.”267 The concern at the root of such sentiments was that these customs 
mirrored too closely the practices of non-Ottomans.268 Horatio Southgate, an American 
missionary, reflected on his own understanding of Islam and how it “must seem 
 
1836, cited by Eldem, “Pouvoir, modernité et visibilité,” 185, note 30.  
266 Miss Julia Pardoe, The City of the Sultan, 69–76. 
267 Pardoe, City of the Sultan, vol 3, 73.  
268 Rüstem, Ottoman Baroque, 273–274. For the adoption of foreign forms outside of Westernization 
in the architectural context, see Ahmet Ersoy Architecture and the Late Ottoman Historical 
Imaginary: Reconfiguring the Architectural Past in a Modernizing Empire. (Farnham, UK, and 




downright idolatry” to treat a portrait so highly.269 Accounts like those of Pardoe and 
Southgate, while colored by their own biases and Orientalizing viewpoints, offer 
important insights into popular opinion regarding the portrait inauguration ceremonies. 
Significantly, both highlight the fact that it was not the images themselves that bothered 
the public as much as the elaborate pomp and circumstance with which they were treated. 
In fact, both Pardoe and Southgate mention the popularity of commercial art in coffee 
houses and at the military college (respectively), which they claim caused no such 
protest.270    
It would seem that the central government sought to exploit the controversy 
surrounding such public displays, rather than quietly installing the sultan’s portrait under 
private circumstances. After all, it was decided to engage the maximum audience of 
subjects present in the area with a publicly announced, mobile procession through 
densely populated urban space, accompanied by the loudest sounds and brightest sights 
available in the early nineteenth century. Clearly, these were highly-publicized and well-
known events within Istanbul, but their audience reached beyond the city, as far as print 
media was circulated. The degree of their orchestration and military involvement staged a 
microcosm of military order with the sultan’s portrait at the center – even if the person of 
the sultan himself was not present. The message of the sultan’s legitimate place at the 
 
269 See note on Southgate’s Episcopalian outlook above. 
270 For similar issues of display of figurative imagery in a popular context in Ottoman Istanbul, see 
Banu Mahir, “A Group of 17th Century Paintings Used for Picture Recitation,” in Art Turc: 10e 
Congrès international d’art turc (Geneva, 1999), 443–455, and Tülün Değirmenci, “An Illustrated 
Mecmua: The Commoner’s Voice and the Iconography of the Court in Seventeenth-Century Ottoman 




center of the ceremony – as the symbolic sun and moon – was emphasized by the 
newspaper accounts. The accounts’ focus on the inherent kind and giving nature of the 
sultan’s character, his martial leadership skills, as well as the beauty and luminosity of his 
physical appearance as mirrored in the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn drove this point home. 
Display in Naval Ships: Mahmudiye and Nusretiye 
While the barracks-centered portrait inauguration ceremonies are comparatively 
well known, those that took place aboard naval ships are rather less famous. While not 
connected to fixed, land-based architecture, these ceremonies were still directly 
connected to military innovation in the form of new technologies and maneuvers, as well 
as the continued activation of the Bosphorus as a strategic connecting force within the 
city. This section of the chapter describes and analyzes the symbolic significance and 
ceremonial conditions onboard two ships according to contemporary reports. The 
installation of sovereign portraiture onboard ships of war was a trend shared among 
contemporaries and played out against a backdrop of international interest. Interest in 
renewing the naval strength of the Ottoman military was brought to the fore in the early 
part of Mahmud II’s reign, when the joint Ottoman-Egyptian naval forces had 
experienced a significant defeat at the hands of their British, French, and Russian 
counterparts at the Battle of Navarino (1827), which played a major role in securing 
Greek independence. While the sultan’s interest in cosmopolitan culture is generally 
attributed to an increased emphasis on international relations, specific evidence seems to 
support even more concrete borrowings. For example, the Canadian-British travel writer 




Russian czar and czarina onboard a Russian ship in 1829.271 By commissioning or 
approving his own version of such ship-bound imperial likenesses, the sultan must have 
viewed his contemporaries’ habits as an effective and auspicious means of boosting naval 
morale.  
On the evening of 9 Cemaziyülevvel 1249 /24 September 1833, a special 
ceremony was held in honor of the installation of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn aboard the 
Mahmudiye (Figure 3.8).272 The three-tiered galleon was the crown jewel of the imperial 
fleet and the largest warship in the world at the time.273 Anchored in the waters of the 
Bosphorus off of Beşiktaş, officers and sailors aboard the Mahmudiye celebrated the 
arrival of the person of the sultan with pomp and all public marks of honor (şevket ve 
ıclāl). As Mahmud II set foot aboard the ship, banners were unfurled and ceremonial 
cannon fire was unleashed. Later in the evening, illuminations (ḳanādīl), fireworks (fiş-
nigār), and sparklers (māhtāblar) lit up the sky as bright as daylight as the sultan – the 
brightest light of all – returned to the royal palace. On the following Tuesday, the 
ceremony was continued as dignitaries of the Tersāne-i ʿĀmire came to visit the portrait. 
Sheik Yunus Efendi, who had also been active in the ceremony at Selimiye barracks, 
“said a prayer as the galleon entered into the waves of the sea” (duʿāsıyla temeccüvi 
deryā-i ıstıcābet ettirilmiş). The varied elements of this early portrait hanging ceremony, 
 
271 Auldjo, Journal of a Visit to Constantinople, 177. Quoted by Eldem, Pride and Privilege, 126. 
272 Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ 68, 21 Cemaziyülevvel 1249 /6 October 1833.  
273 Mahmudiye was built at the Tersāne-i ʿĀmire in 1829, had three decks and 128 cannons. The ship 
was later used in the Siege of Sevastopol (1854–1855) and the Crimean War (1854–1856), and its 
legendary character made it a subject of many paintings. For a history of the ship, see Hacer 




the first to be conducted on an Ottoman Naval ship, points to its ability to combine 
ideological, martial, and religious powers in a focused manner. 
The central role of the sultan’s bodily presence in this ceremony affirms the 
connection between the ruler, his image, and the warship of his namesake. The account of 
this event published in the Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ repeatedly references tropes of legitimacy 
relating to the sultan’s inherent good qualities, emphasizing the importance of the sultan-
in-the-flesh in the context of the ceremony. For example, the “sovereign’s generous, 
military-nourishing character” (şīme-i kerīm-i ʿasker-i perver-i mulūkāne) is provided as 
a reason for his active interest in and observation of the naval drills conducted prior to the 
ceremony at the Tersāne-i ʿĀmire (Naval Yard). The account also refers to the sultan’s 
“obvious interest in the sailors” demonstrated through his observance and approval of 
their naval drills from the courtyard of the church of Saint Stephan, directly across the 
Golden Horn from the Tersāne-i ʿĀmire, as well as rewards and honors, including the 
imperial portrait and other, smaller gifts distributed to sailors of other vessels in the naval 
fleet.  
Perhaps the most poignant invocation of the sultan’s generous character occurs in 
reference to the idea that the benefits of his bodily presence would be made available to 
the navy even when he was not physically aboard the ship:  
 A large miracle-showing imperial portrait has been bestowed upon His 
Excellency the aforementioned Kapudan Pasha so that it may be hung in the 
aforementioned imperial galleon in order that its containing of the manifestation 




found to be present virtually in every condition and in all places alongside the 
Imperial Navy.274 
While it served as a reminder of the sultan’s good deeds and auspicious nature, the 
portrait was also a symbol for the martial might of an omnipotent (and perhaps 
omniscient) leader and its ability to transfer itself to the present, embodied leadership. In 
this case, this leadership included the Kapudan Pasha, as well as Fevzi and Fethi Pashas 
and the Hazine-i Hümayun Ketḫüdāsı (Secretary of the Treasury), who had all prostrated 
themselves at the sultan’s feet during the welcoming ceremony. 
Three years after the installation ceremony onboard the Mahmudiye, another 
imperial galleon, the Nusretiye, received its own imperial portrait.275 On 23 Zilhicce 1251 
/10 April 1836, boats of the imperial fleet were drawn up and anchored at Beşiktas and 
the Tersāne-i ʿĀmire. The ceremony began as Ali Bey Efendi delivered the taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn. As in the ceremony held onboard the Mahmudiye, the Kapudan Pasha acted as 
the official recipient. During the second day of the ceremony, officers and commanders 
of the navy were permitted to view and salute the portrait, which “proudly illuminates the 
eye” of its viewers. Afterwards, the requisite prayers were said and the galleon was 
 
274 “…tevecühāt-i şāhānesine başkaca ve maḫṣūṣca ibrāz ve is̠bāt żamninde donanmay-ı hümāyūn-ı 
şāhānelerinde her ḥāl ve maḥālde bilḳuvve bulunmak ve ḳalyon-ı hümāyūn mezgūre taʿliḳ olunmaḳ 
üzere ḳapudān meşārun-ileyh ḥażretlerine bir ḳiṭaʿ kebir taṣvīr-i hümāyūn muʿciz-nümūn şāhāne 
iḥsān [etmek.]”  
275 The Nusretiye was built in 1835 by the engineer Foster Rhodes and Mimar Hasan at the Tersāne-i 
ʿĀmire, according information provided by the Istanbul Deniz Müzesi. The ship shares its name, 
meaning “victory (with the help of God),” with Mahmud’s imperial mosque. Although the mosque 
was commissioned early on in his reign, its name took on additional connotations after the bloody 
abolition of the Janissaries in 1826. The mosque was built by the chief royal architect Krikor Balyan 
(1764–1831), an Ottoman-Armenian with foreign training, who also designed the Selimiye barracks. 




decorated in a spectacular fashion with triumphal arches (ṭāḳçe).  
The ceremony onboard the Nusretiye paralleled that of the Mahmudiye. That they 
were part of the same imperial program was highlighted by the reports published in the 
Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ, which underlined those parallels by using similar language in both 
reports. For example, the formula used to describe the portrait itself is changed slightly 
from “miracle-showing” to “beauties-showing.” This description gives us a clue to the 
details of the portrait by saying that it is, “a full-[length] figure large-format goodnesses-
showing imperial portrait” (tām ül-şekel bir ḳiṭʿa kebīr taṣvīr-i hümāyūn maḥāsin-
nümūn), formal elements that are clearly applicable to Figures 3.4–3.6 above. As in the 
previous examples, an emphasis is placed on the inherently generous and munificent 
characteristics of the sultan, for example in that the impetus for the rewarding of the 
sailors stemmed from the qualities of the sultan, or “according to the requirement of royal 
compassion and high will of providing for his subjects” (kemāl-i bende perver-i ve 
şefaḳat-i şāhāne ıḳtızāsince).276  
Given the similarities between the two reports published in the Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ, 
there is a clear formula for describing the installation of the portrait. As we will see, that 
formula is not limited to installations onboard naval vessels, but carried from branch to 
branch of the wider Ottoman military. While the rebuilding of the Imperial Navy was a 
top priority, these remain the only two known instances of ceremonial portrait installation 
onboard galleons in the 1830s. The shared ceremonial elements and linguistic patterns 
 
276 This becomes a stock phrase in referring to these ceremonies, and also appears in an imperial writ 
written the same year, maybe even referring to the same event, although there doesn’t appear to be 




used to describe them in the official gazette, which were in turn picked up by foreign 
papers, helped to establish the idea of the sultan as the center and instigator of 
reformation efforts for audiences reading the reports at home and abroad.  
Display in Schools 
Mahmud II’s larger reform program included the reformation and modernization 
of educational institutions within the empire. In 1824, a ferman (imperial edict) was 
passed to make primary education compulsory, and new European-style schools were 
opened alongside forms already in existence, including the mekteb, or primary school, 
and medrese, a secondary school, both connected to religious foundations. Along with 
new buildings, new curriculum and instructors trained on western models helped to shape 
an empire-wide standard education program. Similar projects were being carried out at 
the same time in European, Russian, and North American contexts, marking the larger 
education reform program as part of a globalizing movement.277  
Foreign educational models had been used in reform-oriented experiments since 
the later eighteenth century. For example, during the reign on Selim III, the 
Mühendisḫāne-i Berrī-i Hümāyūn (Imperial Military Engineering School) and 
Mühendisḫāne-i Bahr-i Hümayun (Imperial Naval Engineering School), had been opened 
in 1773 and 1795, respectively. These institutions were closed during the rebellions 
against military reform, but were opened again after Mahmud II began his own program 
of reformation.278 Medical schools established at the time included the Tıbḫāne-i ʿĀmire 
 
277 Benjamin C. Fortna, Imperial Classroom: Islam, the State, and Education in the Late Ottoman 
Empire. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002). 





(Army Medical School), Cerrahḫāne-i ʿĀmire (School of Surgery) and Mekteb-i Şāhāne-
i Tıbbiye (Imperial School of Medicine). In 1836, the Müzika-i Hümāyūn Mektebi 
(Imperial School of Music) was established to train the martial music corps and mounted 
musicians of the military.279 In 1838, the Mekteb-i Maʿārif-i ʿAdliyye (School of 
Education of the Sultan), and the Mekteb-i Maʿārif-i Edebiyye (School of Literary 
Education) were set up.280  
The backdrop of these educational institutions was perfect for the installation 
ceremonies of the portraits, though only one, held in 1835 at the Mekteb-i Ulūm-ı 
Harbiyye Şāhāne (Imperial School of Military Sciences) in Maçka, was reported in the 
official newspaper.281 Although the school did not receive its own article in the Takvīm-i 
Vekāyiʿ, as in the cases discussed above, it was framed as an important precedent in 
reports of any ceremonies after 1835. A precedent for the Ottoman case exists in the 
Russian context, where a portrait of Tsar Alexander I presided over a festive breakfast 
held during the ground-breaking ceremony for the Cadet Corps (Military School for 
Nobles) in Kharkov.282 This ceremony bears formal similarities to the Ottoman 
ceremonies as well, comprising a procession and sanctification ritual, salvos, salutes, and 
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wishes for the long life of the ruler. The religious component in this case was of course 
embedded in Russian Orthodox Christianity rather than Sunni Islam, and rituals such as 
toasting the health of the tsar were not mirrored in the Ottoman context of portrait 
inauguration ceremonies.283  
The Mekteb-i Harbiye itself was opened a year prior to the ceremony, in 1834, 
under the plans of Mehmet Namık Pasha, who had wanted to train officers on the French 
model. The building is similar to the barracks, being quadrilateral in nature, three-sided 
with a courtyard containing a kiosk in the middle, housing lithographic presses. The 
school is also a significant location for art historiography of the empire because it was 
one of the first institutes to teach training in western-style topographic drawing and 
painting. In general, military schools were the sites where Ottoman oil painting was first 
fostered, as it was considered a military technology for carrying out surveys, studying 
drills, and other technical drawing uses. Institutionalized education’s close links to the 
diplomatic and military-bureaucratic complexes meant that the systems were 
interdependent in addition to being run in a centralized fashion. 
Foreign guests of high-ranking officials recognized the school as an important 
symbol in the Ottoman reform movement. For example, the French military attaché 
Captain Anselme, who visited the school in 1838, notes that, in his opinion, students are 
able to learn reading and writing, geography, history and arithmetic, but that “religious 
fanaticism is still too strong to hope for a modification of conditions in a long time to 
 
283 However, there were interconfessional elements of festivities held in towns with high Muslim 




come.”284 It is difficult to say in this case if Anselme is advocating for secular education 
or if his idea of modern, state-run education was incompatible with local religious 
practices. Another example comes from Miss Pardoe, who toured the building with a 
group hosted by Azmi Bey, the Military Commandant and Principal of the institution, 
who had spent time in London. She describes his office as being thickly hung with 
English and French engravings, the subjects of which mirror the type of place where 
imperial control might be displayed: “interiors of our metropolitan buildings, college-
halls, theatres, and other places of public resort, highly coloured.” Though the school has 
some westernizing and secular elements, Pardoe says that the boys visit the mosque three 
times a day, which she frames as being “a tolerably convincing proof that they entertain 
no anti-Mohammedan partialities.” Taken alongside Anselme’s comment on 
“fanaticism,” it is clear that these interlopers were picking up on existing anxieties over 
the new education system’s potential for erasing Muslim identity. The observations of 
these foreigners are important because they point to a concerted effort by the 
administration to have a modern military-based curriculum that retained Ottoman-Islamic 
values. 
It is within this context of balancing the Ottoman and the imported that the taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn makes its entrance. Here is Pardoe’s report of its appearance in the 
mathematical hall: “…the hall is terminated by a raised gallery, intended for the use of 
the Sultan, above which hangs his portrait in oils, executed by an Armenian artist, harsh, 
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and crude, and wiry, as though it had been the production of a Chinese easel,285 and 
surmounted by a most elaborate drapery. Beneath the portrait is stretched a noble map of 
the Archipelago, the Sea of Marmora, and the Bosphorus.”286 Pardoe’s reference to a far-
Eastern (and it is implied, inferior and derivative) art form may be related to her bias 
against the mixed Ottoman view of modern education, which – to her apparent frustration 
– was not adopted wholesale from London. The display of the portrait in the school 
linked it to the display in other official contexts, further solidifying the link between the 
state (in the person of the sultan) and military education under the reformed system.  
Display at the Bab-ı Âli 
Just as the reformation of the military was central to Mahmud II’s modernization 
campaign, so too were changes to the structure of the central bureaucratic offices of 
government. This reorganization of the administrative branch took place within the 
palace and the Bab-ı Âli (The Sublime Porte, or residence of the Grand Vizier). Old 
departments of government were reorganized and renamed, including, as discussed in 
chapter 2, the transformation of the saadet ketḫüdāsı (steward of the Grand Vizier) into 
the Dahiliye Nazırı (Minister of Internal Affairs) and the office of reis ül-küttab (chief 
scribal officer) into Hariciye Nazırı (Minister of Foreign Affairs) in 1836. In 1838, the 
 
285 In eighteenth and early-nineteenth century European parlance, the adjective “Chinese” as used in 
the formal description of paintings often referred to the use of flat colors. See for example, a review of 
Liotard’s work by the Anglophile Francesco Algarotti, quoted by Nebahat Avcıoğlu in Turquerie and 
the Politics of Representation, 1728–1876 (London: Routledge, 2016).  
286 Pardoe, City of the Sultan, 199. For the appointment of the palace official painter, see also Tuncer 
Baykara, Osmanlılarda Medeniyet Kavramı ve Ondokuzuncu Yüzyıla dair Araştırmalar (Izmir: 




title of Grand Vizier was changed to Baş Vekil (Prime Minister).287 
The taṣvīr-i hümāyūn eventually made its way to the symbolic geographic center 
of Ottoman government with its display at the Dīvānḫāne (Council Chamber) at the Bab-ı 
Âli in August of 1836. The display of portraits within the physical meeting room of 
governing bodies is a symbol of leadership readily recognizable to us today, but as 
Stephanov points out in his examination of the Moscow Noble Assembly’s request for 
the portrait of Tsar Alexander I in late 1809, the direct visibility afforded by ruler 
portraiture in such semi-public official spaces was probably still infrequent in the first 
half of the nineteenth century.288 The news of its arrival was first announced in an official 
memorandum to the sultan, who later approved parts of it for publication in the Takvīm-i 
Vekāyiʿ. The shared material between the internal document and the public gazette is 
significant for its similarity in both content and form. Figure 3.9 highlights the shared 
material, which focuses on the idea that the presentation of the sultan’s portrait was 
necessitated by the noble, subject-protecting and loving character of His Imperial 
Majesty, a trope that we have already seen figures widely in this type of display. 
Additional information is specific to each document: in the case of the internal memo, 
extra formalities and highly-complimentary praise relating to the addressee (the sultan or 
one of his highest-ranking representatives) are included. In the case of the newspaper, a 
list of participants and locations follows the shared content.  
It is the overlapping content, however, that shows that the texts are part of a 
 
287 Shaw, Ottoman Painting, 36–37.  




formula meant to drive home the ideological meaning through repetition and expected 
phrasing. Both texts also refer to the smiling, or happy person who is glad of 
countenance. Although meant as a poetic and rhetorical device, the “smiling face” of 
Mahmud II did appear in a concrete way in the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn. In fact, while Mahmud 
II’s portrait was in conversation with globalizing imperial trends in military and leader 
portraiture, his enigmatic expression is unique among more stern-faced foreign 
contemporaries. There are few, if any, smiling portraits of Charles X of France, Francis II 
of Austria, or Napoleon, for example. Mahmud II’s luminous smile stands out against his 
Ottoman predecessors as well, who were usually depicted as stoic and serene in 
accordance with pictorial convention established in the sixteenth century. The primary 
examples of this convention are the portraits of the Şemā’ilnāme of 1579, which 
continued to be an important model for sultans’ portraiture up until the early images of 
Mahmud II at the turn of the nineteenth century (see chapter 1).289   
The account of the ceremonial installation at the Bab-ı Âli refers to the sultan’s 
portrait variously as “goodnesses-showing” (maḥāsin-nümūn) and “kindnesses-showing” 
(mihr-nümūn)290 as it is being loaded into the fayton in which it will be transported 
during the ceremony. The present subjects who will benefit from the bestowal, presence, 
and display of the portrait are listed by rank, rather than name, and as belonging to 
various bureaucratic offices. The account specifically mentions the Umur-i Mülkiye and 
 
289 Though frequently cited as an example of the crystallization of Ottoman style in the late sixteenth 
century, the Şemā’ilnāme incorporated and remained in conversation with foreign ideological 
frameworks. See Fetvacı, “From Print to Trace.” 





Hariciye Nezareti as among the present, creating a direct link between the diplomatic 
corps and military matters. The ceremonial route went from Bahçekapı, from Cağala 
Sarayı from Hocapaşa, and Kapalıfırın to Divanyolu, then it arrived at the space in front 
of Soğukçeşme to Bab-ı Âli, retracing, in part, a centuries-old ceremonial route.291 They 
arrived at the mounting stone (seng-i rikâba), where the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn descended 
from the imperial carriage and was put it in the beautiful place that has been prepared for 
its arrival. Hasirizade Süleyman Sıdkı Efendi, a sheik from the Saʿdiye order, led prayers 
and was honored with a ferace (robe of honor), then music was played. Afterwards, the 
royal apartment served as a setting where coffee and sherbet were ceremonially 
offered.292  
Within two months of its installation, reports reached London that a high-ranking 
member of the ulema, identified as Abdulrahman Efendi, publicly denounced the 
portrait’s hanging. According to a report in The Times, on the 10th of October, 1836, 
Abdulrahman Efendi entered the Arz Odası and, standing opposite of the portrait, 
“apostrophized it with severity,” telling it to its face – so to speak – that its existence was 
sacrilegious and abominable. The protestor’s speech was cut short when he was removed 
from the chamber by the Minister of the Interior, but the gesture was said to have had an 
impact on those present at the divan.293 This foreign, anecdotal account is likely based on 
 
291 This is in part a reversal of the route recorded for the wedding procession Mustafa II’s daughter 
Emine and Grand Vizier Çorlulu Ali Pasha, in April 1708. Tülay Artan, “Weddings,” 356–357.  
292 Kürkman, Armenian Painters 1, 35, quoting Halil Edhem, states the date as 3 Cemaziyelevvel 
1836. The same ceremony is reported in The Times, 9 September 1836, quoted by Eldem, “Pouvoir, 
modernité et visibilité,” 186, note 31. 





gossip and reveals more about western expectations rather than Ottoman realities. 
Nevertheless, it does suggest that there remained at least some resistance to and 
discomfort surrounding the use of the image in this way. That the conservative opposition 
should find the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn within its targets speaks to the power that the image 
held as a symbol of the sultan’s autocratic control in imposing his own reform 
programs.294 As far as we know, Mahmud II’s portrait remained in its place in the Arz 
Odası until his death, when it was replaced with that of his son and successor, 
Abdülaziz.295 
The “Sultan” abroad: Foreign settings/embassies 
The majority of this chapter is dedicated to the examination of the reach of 
ceremonial and social networks connected to the installation of the large-scale taṣvīr-i 
hümāyūn in state buildings within the capital city of Istanbul. The following section 
extends those networks beyond the official boundaries of the Empire, into foreign 
capitals of nations with which the sultan had entered into diplomatic relations, including 
Paris, London, Vienna, and Berlin. The first permanent Ottoman ambassadors to foreign 
capitals were originally established by Selim III, but these programs were put on hold 
 
especially those related to the old Janissary order) were squashed by imperial patrols who relocated 
offenders to Nicomedia. The Times, August 12, 1836.  
294 Anonymous letter printed in Galignani’s Messenger and later reprinted in the British newspaper 
The Times, 20 October, 1836.  
295 M. Memduh, Mir’at-ı şu’unat (Izmir, 1910), 146–147. Quoted in Hakan Karateke, “From Divine 
Ruler to Modern Monarch: The Ideal of the Ottoman Sultan in the Nineteenth Century,” (Oakville, 




when he was deposed.296 They were re-established under Mahmud II with the advent of 
the Hariciye Nezareti (Foreign Ministry) in 1836.297 Like the reorganization and 
modernization in the military and administrative branches of Ottoman government, the 
reestablishment of permanent embassies was another part of the overall reorganization 
program and strengthened the civil bureaucracy.  
The role of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn in Ottoman foreign embassies differs from those 
in Istanbul primarily in terms of intended audience. Rather than large numbers of 
domestic soldiers and civilians, these portraits were viewed by foreigners who were 
members of circumscribed diplomatic and military circles. These instances also omit the 
martial aspects of military drills and parades, focusing instead on receptions, soirees, and 
balls that took place within the Ottoman enclaves of foreign embassies or within 
temporarily “Ottomanized” spaces on loan from the host country’s sovereign. The timing 
of the foreign-based ceremonies was also distinct, as they were not held for the discrete 
purpose of hanging the work, but on the celebration of calendar-based occasions such as 
the anniversary of the sultan’s accession (cülüs) or birthday (veladet).298 While the taṣvīr-
i hümāyūn is not given as the impetus for such ceremonies, it takes on a central role in 
the political theater carried out during the events. 
In the winter of 1836–37, the Ottoman ambassador in Vienna, Ahmed Fethi 
 
296 Aksan, Ottoman Wars, 180–213. 
297 Findley, Bureaucratic Reform, 136.  
298 A report sent by Mustafa Reşid Pasha 8 May 1836, BOA HAT 492/24119, quoted by Stephanov, 
ibid., 24, note 101. Stephanov notes that the first reports of ceremonies held on anniversary dates were 
from the volatile Danubian Principalities of Wallachia (Eflak) and Moldavia (Boğdan). See chapter 4 




Pasha, held a series of events in honor of the sultan. The first, a reception, took place on 
the 23rd of December in a room of the Esterhazy Palace, which was transformed into an 
Ottoman enclave for the evening. According to the first-hand report by the English writer 
Mrs. Frances Trollope, one of the most significant elements of this occasion was its 
mixed audience, which may have been the first of its kind in which Viennese women 
were in attendance. This stands in marked contrast to the exclusively male audience of 
the events staged within barracks, schools, and government offices of Istanbul (though 
the elements held out-of-doors, including the parade and fireworks, were enjoyed by a 
much more diverse audience). However, the festivities also shared a great deal with the 
portrait-centered domestic celebrations held a few months earlier in which, it should be 
noted, Fethi Pasha had played a significant ceremonial role.299 For example, the full 
court-dress of the men produced a “very brilliant effect,” augmented by gas lighting, 
including specially-made colorful lamps emblazoned with the sultan’s name, Bengal 
lights,300 and refreshments in the form of ices and lemonade.301  
Ferik Pasha’s reception was so well attended that it occasioned a ball, held on the 
23rd of January 1837. Again, the location was transformed with decorations and light, 
including a “rising grove of flowering plants” from the hall to the top of the staircase. 
 
299 Fethi Pasha had also played a role in the request and delivery of two miniature medallion-format 
portraits of Mahmud II to the Prince and Princess Metternich, the later of whom was present in person 
at both embassy events. See chapter 2 of this dissertation.  
300 Probably “sparklers” in this case, though the phrase “Bengal lights” was used to refer to a number 
of pyrotechnic products in the nineteenth century, including a specific sort of blue firework. 
301 Frances “Fanny” Trollope, Vienna and the Austrians with some account of a journey through 
Swabia, Bavaria, the Tyrol, and the Salzbourg, vol II (London: Richard Bentley, New Burlington 




Mrs. Trollope’s detailed description of the conditions of the portrait’s display is worth 
quoting at length: 
“The next object that attracted notice was a full-length portrait of the Sultan 
Mahmoud ; as the taking such a portrait at all, has been considered till very lately 
to be a sort of trifling with such august features too familiar to be permitted. The 
picture is placed on an estrade, under a splendid canopy adorned with hangings of 
crimson velvet and gold, and is altogether extremely well calculated to draw a 
crowd round it on such an occasion. In this sacred chamber, of course, no other 
picture was permitted to be visible, the walls being hung with light blue damask ; 
neither was any chair suffered to tempt to the irreverend [sic] sin of sitting before 
it, the only seat in the presence being the one of velvet and gold, which throne-
like, selon les règles of all Christian embassies, stood extending its cushioned 
arms towards the portrait, significantly turning its back to the rest of the 
world.”302  
Notwithstanding the Orientalizing bent of the testimony, the author actually uses phrases 
that correspond to the official reports of the Istanbul-based events, including the formal 
description of the image itself as “full-length” and the mention of the richness of its 
accompanying fabrics.303   
When the visual aspects of the embassy celebrations are compared to the domestic 
installation ceremonies, clear similarities give us an idea of the visual presentation of 
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both the portrait itself and accompanying visual splendor. Such accompaniments 
including gaslights, fireworks, hand-held pyrotechnics, and other illuminations, which, 
for their spectacular effect as they were used in countless other displays of royal pomp 
and pageantry, also held significant symbolic weight as representations of the sultan 
himself. In a report from Berlin, the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn is described as being set in a place 
of honor “in the most presentable room” (en mu’teber odasına), yet the festivities 
centered around the drawing of the tuğra.304 In London, the Ottoman ambassador Sarım 
Efendi displayed the tuğra as part of an elaborate gas illumination which also included 
other symbols associated with the sultan, including a crescent moon, a star, the Ottoman 
sun, and the initials S.M.305 Comparing these celebrations and their flashy decorations is 
useful for showing the popularity of shared visual motifs as well as the ways in which 
such ceremonies mixed Ottoman and foreign designs and technologies to obtain the 
desired effect. Such displays used both new technologies and traditional references well 
embedded within Ottoman imperial ideology, politics, and an emerging international 
ruler paradigm in the Post-Napoleonic era. The institution of foreign displays of the 
taṣvīr-i hümāyūn within a ceremonial context expanded the audience with which the 
sultan’s portrait interacted from the military and urban public of Istanbul to the 
diplomatic circles of foreign cities, giving the sultan’s authority a truly international 
reach.  
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This chapter discussed the propagandistic power of the highly-publicized 
inauguration ceremonies of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn of Mahmud II. It divided them into 
domestic and foreign-based events and examined closely the circumstances of setting 
when it came to Istanbul-based events. It simultaneously acknowledged these 
ceremonies’ varied audiences and participants among different branches of the Ottoman 
military (Selimiye, Rami, and Taksim Barracks, Mahmudiye and Nusret galleons), 
bureaucracy (Bab-ı Âli), and education system (Maçka). The portraits were embedded in 
multiple theaters of power, some of which overlapped and complicated each other. 
Understanding how people interacted with and wrote about the portrait, treating it with 
the deference that they would have shown the sultan himself, shows us how closely ideas 
of centralized control were bound up in the image of the sultan’s body as a symbol of 
state. 
Such ceremonial activities and those who hosted them became even more 
significant in the following years, when the diplomats whose names we see as major 
players in the ceremonies rose through the civil bureaucracy and became reform-minded 
leaders. Mustafa Reşit Pasha, for example, came to have profound influence on affairs of 
state when he became the Hariciye Nazırı.306 The tradition of portrait-hanging in 
government institutions would be continued as well, though on a much smaller scale, 
through Mahmud II’s sons and successors Abdülmecid and Abdülaziz. The elements 
extracted from the newspaper and personal reports relayed above, including flowery 
 




descriptions, public salutations, and eulogistic poems, however, were quietly retired 
following the sultan’s death in 1839. Mahmud II’s final decade stands out as an 
idiosyncratic time in the history of Ottoman ceremonial, yet some of the elements drew 
from centuries-old traditions. While the wall-hanging canvas form remained a popular 
expression of imperial power at the Ottoman court, it was never again surrounded by the 





Chapter 4: Picture-in-Picture: the Nişān in Ottoman-Balkan Princely Portraits 
What does it mean when a prince wears a sultan’s portrait? 
In the House of the National Assembly in Belgrade hangs a portrait of Serbia’s 
national hero and diplomatic forefather, Miloš Obrenović (Figure 4.1).307 The nearly full-
length portrait, painted in 1848 by the Austrian artist Moritz Michael Daffinger (1790–
1849), shows Miloš as reigning Prince of the Serbs (r. 1815–1839, 1858–1860), standing 
in full-dress uniform against a gray background, turned slightly to his left, and looking 
directly at the viewer. His red dolama (jacket) glitters with military decorations and 
awards, the silver stars and medallions of orders awarded to him by Russia, Austria, 
Greece, and the Ottoman Empire.308 Central among these, suspended from the sitter’s 
collar, is the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı, or imperial portrait of the reigning Ottoman Sultan, 
in this case, Mahmud II. The inclusion of this portrait-within-a-portrait is at first 
surprising given the role of Prince Miloš as the rebel leader of the budding Serbian 
nationalist movement.309  After all, it was against the authority of Mahmud II that Prince 
 
307 Born Miloš Teodorović (1780–1860), he later changed his name (and the name in which his 
dynasty would continue) to that of his step brother. Because this chapter discusses multiple members 
of the same dynasty, first names are used. This particular image of Prince Miloš was popularized in 
the middle of the century through lithographs produced by Anastas Jovanović, who gained fame as 
Serbia’s first photographer. A copy from 1853 exists in the collection of the Belgrade City Museum as 
BCM, AJ_458. The House of the National Assembly is also known as Stari dvor/ Old Palace, and 
many works from former dynastic collections are displayed here. 
308 These decorations include: (left to right, top to bottom) the star of the Russian Order of St. Anna, 
the blue sash and star of the Russian Order of the White Eagle, the Grand Cross of the Greek Order of 
the Redeemer, the nişān-i īftiḫār, or Ottoman Order of Glory, and the Star of the Austrian Order of the 
Iron Crown. The symbolic significance of representing these particular orders will become clear in the 
course of this chapter, through the analysis of the respective circumstances of their bestowal. 
309 The same image was used much later in the production of postage stamps and paper money. 
According to S. Naumović, it played a role in the “retraditionalization” of Serbian culture during and 





Miloš personally led the second phase of the Serbian Revolution in 1815–1817.310 
Because he wears the nişān against his body, Prince Miloš’ portrait performs an 
associative function, linking his image with the legitimacy, majesty, and power 
represented in the sultan’s portrait.311 
In chapter 2, I argued that the nişān, as a portrait-object, functioned within 
ceremonial and intimate viewing contexts to allow the beholder to experience the 
presence of the sultan through the act of gazing. In this chapter, I will show how the 
efficacy of that experience as a propagandistic tool was recognized and exploited in 
portraits of semi-autonomous Ottoman-Balkan princes, who used images of themselves 
wearing the image of the sultan to bolster their own political careers in the first half of the 
nineteenth century. During this politically tumultuous time, the territorial and economic 
stability of the Ottoman Empire was threatened simultaneously by foreign powers and 
burgeoning independence movements. In the Ottoman-Balkan territories, these conflicts 
 
životu Srbije na kraju dvadesetog i početkom dvadeset prvog veka. (Beograd: Institut za filozofiju i 
društvenu teoriju, 2009).  
310 The label “Serbian Revolution” was coined by the nineteenth-century historian Leopold von Ranke, 
who argued that it was based on the model of the French Revolution in Die Serbische Revolution: Aus 
Serbischen Papieren Und Mittheilungen (Hamburg: Friedrich Perthes, 1829). An English translation 
by Louisa Kerr was published as A History of Servia and the Servian Revolution (London: John 
Murray, 1847). For a brief overview of the Serbian Revolutions of 1804–1830, see Stevan K. 
Pavlowitch, “The Awakening of Nationalities, 1804–1830,” in A History of the Balkans, 1804–1945 
(London: Longman Publishing Group, 1999); Sima M. Ćirković, The Serbs (Malden, MA: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2004), 176–96.  
311 The theoretic foundation for semiotics comes of course from the lectures of Ferdinand de Saussure 
in the field of linguistics. This framework was adapted for use in studies of material culture and art 
history, where “sign” is typically understood to be the visual representation of a thing, which 
encompasses the “signified,” or the representation of a concept. Saussure, Course in General 
Linguistics trans. Wade Baskin (New York: Philosophical Library, 1959). See also Christopher Tilly, 
Webb Keane, Susanne Kuechler, Patricia Spyer, and Michael Rowlands, Handbook of Material 




became the stage for inter-imperial politics surrounding the so-called “Eastern Question.” 
In the simplest terms, the question was if foreign nations, for their own strategic benefit, 
would support the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire in favor of independence 
movements modeled on the American and French examples. 
In part to counter the threat of dissolution by presenting himself as the ruler of a 
centralized, modernizing empire, Sultan Mahmud II launched the visual propaganda 
campaign that is the topic of this dissertation. Reverberations of this campaign reached 
the Balkan territories via the bestowal of the imperial image upon local princes, who in 
turn used the decoration in the formation of their own public political identities. The 
decoration itself was a small-scale, medallion-format imperial portrait, executed in oils or 
watercolor on ivory or in enamel, and often encrusted in intrinsically valuable materials 
such as gold and diamonds.312 Portraits of semi-independent actors that make explicit 
visual reference to their referents’ ownership of the nişān acted as a second-tier to the 
central campaign, buttressing the reform programs of the sultan in Istanbul. At the same 
time, these portraits held the potential to advertise and exploit imperial favor as local 
power holders competed against each other to further their respective political agendas 
and personal career aspirations. This chapter shows how these portraits-within-portraits 
engaged their beholders in an act of gazing that was returned doubly, associating the 
princely sitters with sultanic power.313  
 
312 Günsel Renda, “Osmanlılarda Portreli Nişanlar,” Uluslararası Tarih Sempozyumu. Prof. Dr. Gönül 
Öney’e Armağan, Izmir 10–13 October 2001. (Izmir: Ege Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Sanat Tarihi 
Bölümü, 2002), 491–502.   
313 While “nationalism” is anachronistic in this case, I am referring in part to the shared ethnic, 





Framing the Miniature as an “Embedded” Sartorial Symbol 
Portraits of Ottoman-Balkan princes wearing the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı, often 
among other military decorations and orders as part of a full-dress military uniform, have 
not until now been fully examined in relation to the primary propaganda campaign 
materials produced at the behest of Sultan Mahmud II. This chapter fills this gap by 
considering the circumstances under which these pictures-in-pictures were made and 
viewed. These pictures are related to a wider trend in the Western European and 
American contexts which, by the eighteenth century, saw the miniature’s inherent ability 
to signal personal bonds of friendship, family, and loyalty routinely exploited in larger-
format images of their wearers.314 Here, the miniature portrait is considered within the 
framework of identity-formation, showing that the “embedded” object acts as a symbol 
that carries value for the person represented in the large-scale image.315 But what was 
their specific function in regards to the ruler/ruled – or more accurately, sovereign/semi-
independent – relationship represented in large-scale portraits of Ottoman-Balkan 
princes?  
To answer this question, this chapter uses the framework of the language of 
portrait miniatures in the courtly context, which, while reaching beyond the personal, 
 
the century. For a framework of self-representation using shared understandings, particularly in 
regards to print reproduction, I refer to Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the 
Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso, 2006), 44–45, 37–65. 
314 For the interaction between scale and culture, see Stewart, On Longing. 
315 Grootenboer, Treasuring the Gaze; Pointon, “Surrounded with Brilliants.” See also Katie 
McKinney’s thesis on early American Republican miniature portraits, “Double Vision: Portrait 





familial, and romantic notions associated with the miniature, simultaneously conflates 
those emotionally-coded signals with subject loyalty. As Julie Scott Meisami has 
demonstrated, a precedent for the conflation of courtly and romantic love – present in the 
parallels between lover/beloved and poet/patron relationships – had existed in the context 
of Persianate court poetry since the fourteenth century.316 These signaled connections 
would have been legible to individuals versed in courtly portraiture and material culture, 
such as diplomatic envoys, on whom the Balkan princely sitters were interested in 
making a favorable impression. The worn image, dematerialized through the process of 
being re-painted into the large-scale work, therefore merged with the body of the wearer, 
imbuing the authority of the sultan himself onto the sitter.317 
I discuss in this chapter three different but closely-related cases; that of Prince 
Miloš in Serbia (1817–1839; 1858–1860), and those of the two hospodars of the 
Romanian principalities,318 Alexandru Dimitri Ghika in Wallachia (1849–1853; 1854–
1856) and Mihail Sturdza in Moldavia (1834–1849). These Balkan “buffer” states, 
geographically located between the rival Ottoman, Russian, Austrian, and French 
Empires, often served as proxies for ongoing wars and were frequently invaded. 
However, the circumstances of the princes’ respective appointments differed 
 
316 Julie Scott Meisami, Medieval Persian Court Poetry (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University 
Press, 1987), 21–30; Julie Scott Meisami, Structure and Meaning in Medieval Arabic and Persian 
Poetry: Orient Pearls (New York: RoutledgeCurzon, 2003), 47.  
317 Koos,“Wandering Things,” 4.  
318 I use “Romanian Principalities” and “Danubian Principalities” here interchangeably to refer to the 
principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia. In a wider context, the latter term may also include Serbia. 
Political circumstance often linked the three territories, such as the fact that Russia had previously 




significantly, as did their personal networks and political prerogatives, however, all three 
had large-scale official portraits made wearing the miniature medallion-format portrait of 
the sultan. 
Answering these questions first involves defining the relationship between the 
large-scale princely works as a portrait group. In addition to their shared symbolic 
content discussed in terms of the above framework, this portrait group is linked by a 
shared compositional, iconographic, and stylistic vocabulary which utilizes a 
combination of the grand Neoclassical and Romantic military styles popularized by 
European military and diplomatic leaders of the Napoleonic era.319 In general, these 
styles glorify military achievement by highlighting the full-dress or ceremonial parade 
uniform of the sitter – usually pantaloons and a jacket emblazoned with the insignia of 
the sitter’s military orders and decorations. The display of flashy military honors against 
a dark background popularized in Napoleonic-style portraiture mirrors, to a degree, the 
idealization and ostentation associated with monarchical portraiture, present for example 
in Jacques-Louis David’s famous The Emperor Napoleon in His Study at the Tuileries of 
1812 (Figure 4.2).320 In this way, established symbols of power carried the potential to be 
appropriated for revolutionary, new imperial, and later, nationalist ideals, a technique 
deployed by artists and propagandists in many nations in the later nineteenth century. 
 
319 Neoclassical trends in art were intertwined with their political counterparts. For example, Greek 
revolutionaries often invoked the image of Ancient Greece, while Romanian national politics pictured 
a revival of Ancient Dacia. For the latter, see Lucian Boia, History and Myth in Romanian 
Consciousness (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2001). 
320 For the development of civil and military costume in imitation of monarchical dress in the 




From this perspective, the portrait of Prince Miloš described above, as well as formally-
similar portraits of other Ottoman-Balkan leaders, fits squarely into widespread 
nineteenth-century trends.  
What is uniquely Ottoman about this portrait group, however, is that the multi-
faceted identities of the sitters are visually represented with respect to their relationship 
with the sultan.321 Moreover, these examples differ from a similar group of oil-on-canvas 
portraits of high-ranking bureaucrats in Istanbul, whose painted portraits also featured a 
prominently displayed taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı (see chapter two). In both cases, the 
representation of the decoration (as opposed to the physical portrait-object) maintained its 
ability to signal the wearer’s status and personal loyalty to the sultan. However, when the 
decoration was represented as part of a portrait displayed in Belgrade, Bucharest, or Iaşi, 
it had the added feature of recalling the object’s path of transmission from Istanbul to the 
provincial capital, the major path by which the provincial prince’s position was 
legitimated and one path by which ideas of modernity were diffused.322 These portraits 
functioned locally then by legitimizing the rule of provincial Ottoman-Balkan princes 
while helping to shape new ideas about the layered identities of the princes as modern 
 
321 For the parallel processes of modernization and westernization in Ottoman courtly painting in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, see Bağcı et al., Ottoman Painting: 262–300. One method of 
applying plural modernities to the history of Ottoman painting is presented by Shaw in Ottoman 
Painting. For the varied intersections and departures between innovation, westernization, and 
modernization in architecture and spatial planning, see Shirine Hamadeh, “Ottoman Expressions of 
Early Modernity and the ‘Inevitable’ Question of Modernization,” Journal of the Society of 
Architectural Historians 63, no. 1 (March 2004): 32–51.  
322 During what Tezcan termed “the second Empire” changes in the idea of legitimacy reshaped 
political and military power within the Ottoman Empire. See Baki Tezcan, The Second Ottoman 
Empire: Political and Social Transformation in the Early Modern World (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2011). For the development of “networking society” in politics of this period (1760 





The Twin Cases of Moldavia and Wallachia 
On 19 May 1834, the hospodar-elects of the Romanian Principalities, Alexandru 
Dimitrie Ghica and Mihail Sturdza, arrived in Istanbul for their joint investiture 
ceremony. This ceremony retained some of the symbols of hierarchy and loyalty to the 
sultan which had been developed over centuries of investment procedures (of both local 
boyar-elected Princes and Phanariot representatives323), such as the candidates prostrating 
themselves before the Sultan and kissing the hem of his garment.324 This particular 
ceremony started off with a surprising turn of events, however, when the guests of honor 
arrived dressed in Russian-style military uniforms, complete with orders and medallions. 
The sight of the princes in Russian uniform during their investiture must have been 
shocking because it was such a radical departure from the established sartorial symbols 
associated with their offices.  
Prior to this, local princes wore the fur-lined kaftan gifted to them by the sultan as 
a sign of office and honor. Robes of honor (hil’at) played an important ceremonial role in 
 
323 Local princes had remained in power after the Danubian Principalities were conquered by the 
Ottomans. However, as the Ottoman Porte attempted to centralize its power over the region in the 
eighteenth century, the sultan replaced them with Phanariot governors in Moldavia (1711) and 
Wallachia (1716). Following the revolutionary activity associated with the Greek Independence 
Movement, catalyzed in large part by the Wallachian uprising of 1821, the Phanariot regime came to 
an end and local princes were again reinstated. See Stefania Costache, “Westernization as tool of 
inter-imperial rivalry: Local Government in Wallachia between Ottoman Control and Russian 
Protection (1829–1848)” in Irina Vainovski-Mihai (ed.) New Europe College Yearbook 2011–2012 
(Bucharest: New Europe College, 2014): 55–70. 
324 Prior to this, Phanariot investiture ceremonies were close in content to the receptions of foreign 
dignitaries, according to Walsh, A Residence at Constantinople: I: 345. Quoted in Christine M. 
Philliou “Worlds, Old and New: Phanariot Networks and The Remaking of Ottoman Governance in 




sultanic audiences more widely speaking by symbolically assimilating both provincial 
notables and foreign guests. The linked acts of gifting and accepting this item of clothing 
symbolized the protection of and submission to the sultan from the fifteenth until the 
mid-nineteenth century. While the hospodars’ appearance initially shocked the sultan, 
anecdotal accounts report that the addition of the Ottoman fez to the Russian uniforms 
mitigated his opposition.325 This would mean that, as a marker of modern Ottoman 
identity, the headgear had the power to adapt and even negate the implications of Russian 
loyalty signaled by the foreign uniforms.  
No visual evidence that the fez was worn by either Alexandru or Mihail has yet 
come to light, but portraits of both princes often show that they wore military uniforms 
affixed with a combination of Ottoman and Russian symbols, most obviously the military 
decorations awarded by the respective empires. Two examples – a portrait of Alexandru 
(Figure 4.3) in the Muzeul Național de Istorie a României and a portrait of Mihail in the 
Muzeul de Artă din Iași (Figure 4.4) – show their sitters in half-length, staring out at the 
viewer. Both are bare-headed and wear close-fitting dark blue jackets with heavily-
embroidered standing collars and gold epaulettes. These images were probably painted on 
the occasion of or sometime shortly after the Istanbul reception.  
In the portrait of Prince Alexandru, attributed to the Romanian painter Ion 
Negulici, the bright red Sash of the Order of St. Anna stands out, its corresponding star 
 
325 Robes of honor (hil’at) played an important ceremonial role in symbolically assimilating provincial 
notables and foreign guests during their audiences with the sultan from the fifteenth until the mid-
nineteenth century. The linked acts of gifting and accepting of this item of clothing symbolized the 
protection of and submission to the sultan. See Suraiya Faroqhi and Christoph K. Neumann, ed., 
Ottoman Costumes: from Textile to Identity (Istanbul: Eren, 2004); Amanda Phillips, “Ottoman 




includes the sovereign crown and cross of Russia. He also wears the cross and star of the 
Greek order of the Redeemer, representing his recognition and support of the newly-
independent Christian-ruled state, which had gained its autonomy from the Ottomans in 
the period following the War of Independence in 1821.326 His Ottoman orders – the 
nişān-ı īftiḫār and taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı – are displayed over his heart and hanging 
from his neck, respectively.  
Copies of this portrait or one similar to it were produced in print media for 
circulation. A lithograph by Schoefft, for example, shows Prince Alexandru standing in a 
similar pose, this time in a stately interior, wearing his Ottoman and Russian orders. This 
time, the sash of the Russian Order of St. Anna obscures the sultan’s face, covering all 
but his fez (Figure 4.5). Smaller, less detailed versions with the background removed 
repeat the way of wearing the orders (Figures 4.6 and 4.7). This is significant because, 
while many of the stars and medallions had prescribed rules for wearing, the sultan’s 
portrait did not, meaning that it could have easily been rearranged among the other 
decorations for a clearer view of the sultan’s face. As it is in these images, the nişān is in 
a seemingly contradictory position: privileged, on one hand, to be worn at the neck, and 
at the same time, obscured by a symbol of Russia – the very power that directly 
threatened the sultan’s sovereignty in the Balkan territories. Obscuring the embedded 
object, however, does not negate its symbolic value. For the intended diplomatic 
 
326 The cross also features a portrait – that of the Bavarian prince Otto who ruled as King Otto I of 
Greece from 1832–1862. A sliver of the light blue necklet attached to the cross is visible where the 
standing collar comes together. The crown of the order may have been strategically covered under the 




audience, who would have been familiar with these awards and who had been bestowed 
with them, the suggestion of the nişān evoked the sultan’s power to support – or dismiss 
at will – his vassal.  
Schoefft’s portrait of Prince Mihail shows some of the same symbolic markers 
present in images of Alexandru: the red sash and star of St. Anna as well as the badge and 
star of the Russian Order of St. Stanislas.327 In contrast to Alexandru, Mihail wears his 
taṣvīr-i hümāyūn on the chest, pinned over his heart (except in reversed copies). Here, the 
embedded object is depicted as parallel to the picture plane, clearly legible without 
foreshortening or overlapping from any other element of the military costume. According 
to their depictions, the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn of both princes are very similar in design: a 
circular form, with a gold or gilded frame surrounded by an additional single row of 
brilliants, crowned with an emblematic ribbon, set with a large diamond at the knot and 
smaller diamonds along the length of the two undulating tails. This is significant because, 
although the sultan’s portrait is not graded in the strict sense accepted by phaleristics,328 
the shared forms in these two cases – which differ in shape and frame type from other 
known examples – suggest a loose hierarchy. Furthermore, the repetition suggests that the 
Danubian princes were on the same tier of that hierarchy, which is consistent with other 
ceremonial symbols such as their joint reception. Yet these princes have each chosen to 
wear and display the sultan’s portrait in a slightly different manner and among different 
orders. The shared depiction of military orders as iconographic elements speaks to the 
 
327 One of these may be the “yıldız nişānı” mentioned by the archival record as awarded by Czar 
Nicholas in the later part of 1834. BOA HAT 1292 50208 0.  




underlying tension generated by the mixed loyalties of the provincial rulers. 
The textual record confirms that the painted symbol of the nişān referred to an 
existing physical object. According to a report in the Albina Românească, a 
contemporary Romanian newspaper, Prince Mihail received his taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı 
on the return journey from Istanbul, as he was about to make a ceremonial re-entrance 
into the Moldavian court. While onboard the ship that had brought him to the port city of 
Galați, “the prince received the portrait of the sultan, inset with brilliants” (prințul primi 
portretul sultanului, bătut în briliante) along “with permission to wear it around his 
neck” “as a sign of distinguished esteem” (avec la permission de le porter au cou…pour 
témoigner son estime distinguée ).329 This was a departure from the usual ceremony held 
for foreign visitors, in which the portrait was bestowed in Istanbul. In fact, in the most 
special of cases, the sultan himself physically pinned his portrait to the recipient, as in the 
case of Sir Stratford Canning in 1832, thereby elevating the honor and personal favor 
symbolized in the award (see chapter 2). It is possible that Prince Mihail’s award was 
considered less important than or lower in rank that that of Canning, however, it is more 
likely that the departure in ceremony signals a change in intended audience. Canning’s 
audience was private, consisting only of himself, the sultan, and two high-ranking 
interpreters; the exchange was intimate, but its symbolism was meant to be heard on the 
streets of Pera and London. In the case of Prince Mihail, the bestowal ceremony seems to 
 
329 Reported by Gheorghe Asachi in the influential magazine “The Romanian Bee,” Albina 
Românească 61, 12 July, 1834. Cited and translated into Romanian from the French original by 
Mihai-Răzvan Ungureanu, “Ceremoniile domnești din vremea lui Mihail Sturdza. Sărbătorile instalării 
la putere (1834)” in Spectacolul public între tradiție și modernitate: Sărbători, ceremonialuri, 
pelerinaje și suplicii (eds.) Constanța Vintilă-Ghițulescu and Mária Pakucs Willcocks (București: 




have been staged for the benefit of local spectators, probably the high officials of state 
who were waiting to greet him when his boat arrived in the port city of Galați on the 
Danube.  
After disembarking, Prince Mihail then traveled to the Moldavian Court at Iași, 
where he was met along the way by high-ranking civil officials who followed his model 
in adhering to the new sartorial code. The German diplomatic agent from Iași, C. A. 
Kuch, reports: 
Prince Sturdza returned to Iași in the autumn of 1834, wearing his insignia as the 
hospodar of Moldavia. The high civil officials who had in the meantime [when 
Sturdza was in Istanbul, or quarantined in Galați] shaved their Turkish beards, 
traded their lambskin kalpaks for three-cornered hats, and their loose oriental 
robes for tight, richly embroidered uniforms, came out to meet him from Galați 
onward.330 
 
Some boyars chose to keep elements of the established “Turkish” costume, including the 
turban and long beard, both of which had by this time been outlawed by the sultan in 
Istanbul.331 Similarly, some supporters of the old order refused to wear Russian orders 
 
330 C. A. Kuch, Moldavisch-Walachische Zustände in den Jahren 1828 bis 1843 (Leipzig: Leopold 
Michelsen, 1844), 30–31. “Fürst Stourdza kehrte also im Herbste 1834, mit den Insignien als 
hospodar der Moldau bekleidet, nach Jassy zurüđ. Die höheren Staatsbeamten, welche inzwischen 
sämmtlich ihre türkischen Bärte geschoren, ihre Iammfellenen Kolpađs mit dreieđigen Hüten, und die 
weiten orientalischen Gewänder mit enganschließenden, reichgestiđten Uniformen vertauscht hatten, 
waren ihm bis Gallas entgegengefahren.” 
331 That Mihail was strongly attuned to the symbolism of headgear is made evident in his later ban on 
the wearing of lambskin hats – worn by those discontent with his rule as a symbol of the Dacian 
origins of the Romanian people – by making them part of the uniform of the street sweepers. Nicholas 
Soutzos Mémoires (1899): 118. Cited by Constanţa Vintilă-Ghiţulescu (ed.), From Traditional Attire 





and decorations, evoking displeasure among Russian authorities and Russophile Ottoman 
agents (foremost among them Fevzi Pasha) alike. It was within this context of loaded 
sartorial codes wherein old and new, Russian and Ottoman, local and imperial elements 
of costume mixed to signal nuances in political affiliation.332  
Whether in Istanbul or in Galați, the awarding of the sultan’s portrait and its 
subsequent acceptance by the princes affirmed their identity as loyal Ottoman officials 
who maintained a friendly – if somewhat risky – diplomatic relationship with the Russian 
Empire. The inclusion of the sultan’s portrait within Mihail’s portrait then is not merely a 
wished-for signal of loyalty, but the record of a material award, given from the imperial 
center as a dual sign of favor and subjugation. The dematerialization of the portrait-object 
within the large-scale work fixes the relationship between the sultan and prince, 
preserving and advertising it in a concrete way. 
New Fashions; New Regulations 
An early portrait lithograph of Mihail, probably done when he was serving in his 
role as Scribal Secretary of the Organic Regulations Commission, shows the subject 
wearing a robe of honor along with three abstracted military decorations.333  The artist, 
 
Centuries) (Newcastle upon Tyne, UK: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2011), 115. In the eighteenth 
and early nineteenth centuries, the beard was a patriarchal way of representing power and permitted 
only to the elites. Vintilă-Ghiţulescu (ed.), From Traditional Attire to Modern Dress, 122. 
332 For details of the ceremonial prepared for the Prince upon his return to Moldova after his 
investiture in Istanbul, see Arcadie M. Bodale, “Contribuţii privind ceremoniile 
organizate pentru primirea şi înscăunarea lui Mihail Sturdza,” Xenopoliana, XIV, 1–4 (2006): 18–33. 
Despite the fact that his position was not hereditary, Mihail’s sons were also granted both Ottoman 
and Russian orders BOA İ..HR.. 5 225, BOA İ..HR.. 42 1996 0.  
333 Among them must be the Order of St. Anne, adorned with the imperial crown, which the prince had 





Bucharest-based painter and muralist Constantin Lecca, was himself a prominent member 
of the boyar class and would have been familiar with the up-to-date details of aristocratic 
dress, which would shift dramatically shortly after Prince Mihail was invested with his 
title.334 While visually dramatic, this shift was not an immediate and final move away 
from established markers of wealth and status associated with the local boyar class, 
(which were themselves a result of the importation and adaptation of styles popularized 
in Istanbul) but a deliberate and flexible movement towards incorporating new markers of 
modernity.335  
Lecca’s portrait of Mihail in his robe of honor is also significant for the symbolic 
documents with which he interacts. In his left hand, he holds a document entitled 
“Reglement,” while he gestures to a second document on which “code civil” is written 
(Figure 4.8). These refer to a system of proto-constitutionalization established under 
Russian occupation known as the Organic Regulations/ Regulamentul Organic/ 
Regulamentele Organice (29 July, 1829), introduced in two similar versions in Wallachia 
 
in Eudoxiu Hurmuzaki, Document privitóre la istoria românilor culese de Eudoxiu de Hurmuzaki, etc. 
vol. 17 (Bucharest, 1887), 102.  
334 Lecca was teaching at a university in Craiova in 1834, at which time he was also drawing portraits 
for the magazine Biblioteea Romaneasea [Romanian Library] edited by Zaharia Carcalechi. He moved 
to Bucharest later, between 1851–1870. For more on Lecca’s life and status, see Dana-Silvia Țilică, 
"Familia Lecca în texte și documente," in Revista Bibliotecii Naționale a României [Journal of the 
National Library of Romania], 1 (2003): 30. For a catalogue raisone of his work, see Barbu 
Theodorescu, Constantin Lecca (Bucharest: Editura Meridiane, 1969); Paul Rezeanu, Constantin 
Lecca. (Bucharest: Editura Meridiane, 2005).  
335 That the switch to the modern military uniform was not necessarily immediate and final is 
exemplified in the instance of Alexandru wearing his “boyar’s outfit” during his first military parade. 
Dumitru Papazoglu, Istoria fondării orașului București. (Bucharest : Curtea Veche, 2005), 91. Cited 




(1 July 1831) and Moldavia (1 January 1832).336 Including the symbolic documents 
would have indicated to contemporary viewers that the subject was a well-educated 
member of the boyar class with a diplomatic, cosmopolitan background and a liberal 
political agenda. Going by the symbolism apparent in Mihail’s portraiture, an obvious 
question comes to the fore. How was an ostensibly socially liberal constitutionalist with 
apparent Russian loyalties simultaneously a favored and loyal vassal of the sultan? What 
is the meaning behind the way he is presented here? 
The answer to this question is that the political situation in which its subject was 
an active participant was of course much more complicated. The visual culture at court 
mirrored these complexities, signaled here through the juxtaposition of French 
documents, drawn up at the behest of a Russian General, with the help of Ottoman-
Balkan agents who wore highly-visual symbols of their semi-subservient relationship to 
the sultan in Istanbul. Russian support of the Greek-led independence movement, along 
with the interventionist policy of the new czar, Nicholas I, initiated the latest in a long 
series of conflicts between the two Empires at the expense of the Balkan territories. The 
terms of the Treaty of Adrianople (1829), signed at the conclusion of the Ottoman-
Russian War of 1828–1829, would have a great impact on shaping the new administrative 
framework of the Ottoman-Balkan territories of Moldavia and Wallachia. While the 
treaty allowed great strides for both Serbian and Greek independence, it permitted 
Russian occupation of the Principalities until the Porte was able to finalize the payment 
 
336 Constantin Iordachi terms the Organic Regulations “modernization à la russe” in Liberalism, 
Constitutional Nationalism, and Minorities: The Making of Romanian Citizenship, ca. 1750–1918 




of a heavy war indemnity.337 Under the “protection” of Russia, the twin Principalities 
became the site for a radical new experiment in political, administrative, and cultural 
modernization. The unique circumstances of this project, fostered by joint Russian and 
Ottoman patronage, continued to be reflected in the cultural and visual products of the 
Principalities for the duration of the century.  
The administration of the Russian protectorate of the Danubian Principalities 
(October 1829–April 1834) was headed up by the esteemed Russian military General 
Pavel Dmitrievich Kiselev/ Kiselyov/ Kiseleff on behalf of Czar Nicholas I.338 Kiselev 
was a recipient of both the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn and the Portrait Order of Czar Alexander, 
which, like the former, was typically executed in watercolor on ivory or polychrome 
enamel, and encrusted with diamonds.339 Kiselev was often pictured wearing the order in 
his portraits, including, for example, the well-known example in the Hermitage 
collection, completed in 1851 (Figure 4.9), included here as a point of comparison.340 
 
337 This portion of the treaty known as the “Special Act for the Principalities of Moldova and 
Wallachia” or the “additional article.” The indemnity itself was fixed at 10,000,000 ducats. Lord 
Acton, The Cambridge Modern History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1909), 282. 
338 For an in-depth historical analysis of the general Russian policy in Moldavia and Wallachia during 
the reform period, see Victor Taki’s dissertation, “Russia on the Danube: Imperial Expansion and 
Political Reform in Moldavia and Wallachia, 1812–1834” (The Central European University, 2007). 
Taki is rightfully careful to avoid national terms in the discussion of “early political modernization.” 
However, the exclusion of the Ottoman project within this “uneasy collaboration between Russian 
authorities and Romanian boyars” leaves out the possibility of mutual reinforcement. For biographical 
information on Kiselev, see Bruce Lincoln, “Count P.D. Kiselev: A Reformer in Imperial Russia,” 
Australian Journal of Politics & History 16, no. 2 (August 1970): 177–186 (Kiselev became a count 
in 1839, four years after he had returned to Russia.). Bruce F. Adams, “The Reforms of P.D. Kiselev 
and the History of N.M. Druzhinin,” Canadian-American Slavic Studies 19, no. 1 (Spring 1985), 28–
43.  
339 The tezkire concerning the bestowal of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı is not directly dated, but is 
associated with the date 29 Sefer, 1252 /15 June 1836. BOA HAT 1168 46194.  





When the Hermitage portrait is compared to Daffinger’s portrait of Prince Miloš (Figure 
4.1), for example, which has a similar overall composition and style, both clearly 
emphasize the display of the military dress of their respective localities and ranks. Their 
similarities are of interest because they point to the continued relevance of a shared 
aesthetic throughout the later part of the nineteenth century, even as the roles of portrait 
subjects took on increasing variety.341 This suggests that the act of wearing a ruler’s 
portrait – which had been popular since the reign of Peter I (r. 1682–1725) – retained its 
function or usefulness to political actors at court at the same time that the style of wearing 
the portrait was becoming popular in both central and provincial courts of the Ottoman 
Empire. 
For his own part, Kiselev’s political policy was largely conservative, meaning that 
he was invested in keeping the Principalities subordinate to Ottoman or (more preferably) 
Russian power. Yet he carried out major reforms in the political, economic, and cultural 
spheres of the Principalities. On 24 November 1829, Kiselev arrived in Bucharest to 
enforce the terms of the Treaty of Adrianople (1829). Though the terms of the treaty 
specified joint control of the Provinces, shared by Ottoman and Russian imperial powers, 
Kiselev bypassed the sultan’s approval in order to push an early modernization attempt in 
the form of constitutional law and parliamentary government. Thus, a socio-political 
experiment, carried out by a commission of boyars under Kiselev’s leadership, coexisted 
 
was the recipient of a poem of honor presented by Jean Alexandre Vaillant, a professor at St. Sava 
School. Alex Drace-Francis, The Making of Modern Romanian Culture: Literacy and the 
Development of National Identity (London: I.B. Tauris, 2006), 104. 
341 Nicolae Kretzulescu, Amintiri Istorice (Bucharest: Tipografia și Fonderia de Litere Thomas 




with the czar-suggested, sultan-approved princely leadership of Mihail and Alexandru.  
Both Alexandru and Mihail had been close associates of Kiselev and owed their 
respective positions to joint Ottoman-Russian appointments. Likewise, both princes 
shared the challenges of maintaining a position of power in a courtly society where 
innovation and tradition were constantly being renegotiated. While Ottoman suzerainty 
still officially reigned in the Danubian principalities, ideals of independence and 
representative government maintained a palpable presence, especially in areas where 
Kiselev’s infiltration remained in place.342 The princes were then charged with navigating 
the overlapping authorities centered in Istanbul and St. Petersburg, represented by proxies 
such as Kiselev (who wore a physical, mimetic and symbolic representation of the czar), 
not to mention the myriad factional rivalries at their own courts, including the boyars of 
the assembly, to shape their own public identities. It was through projections of those 
public identities, in part through the visual symbolisms of fashion and its fixed 
representation in portraiture, that they asserted their own political power and furthered 
their personal careers.  
The Case of Serbia 
Shortly after Alexandru and Mihail visited Istanbul for their investiture in 1834, 
Miloš Obrenović, Prince of the Serbs, wrote to the Porte to request that he be granted the 
 
342 This was most obvious in the so-called ‘additional article’ of the Organic Statutes, which made it 
impossible for the assembly or prince to exercise independence because it required that any legislation 
be approved by Russia. I. C. Filitti, Domniile române sub Regulamentul Organic, 1834–1848 
(Bucharest: Academia Republicii Socialiste România, 1915), 38–58. Cited by Keith Hitchins, The 




privilege of “putting his face down” in front of the sultan.343 His request was granted, in 
the form of a lavish, 75-day long affair, during which the visiting retinue stayed on the 
Bosphorus at the waterside mansion of Hüseyin Pasha and participated in entertainments 
such as hunting parties and tours of the new artillery barracks facilities at Rami 
Çiftliği.344 The event was designed to show off the wealth and sophistication of the 
capital while enforcing Miloš’s subordinate position as a guest of the sultan.   
 According to Sorin Iftimi, an oil-on-canvas portrait which hangs today at the 
Konak of Obrenović’s wife, Princess Ljubica,345 was probably commissioned to mark 
Miloš’ visit to Istanbul (Figure 4.10). Like the portrait at the National Assembly 
introduced in the beginning of this chapter, this portrait features the chevron-mustachioed 
Serbian leader in military dress, wearing the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı of Mahmud II 
among other military orders and decorations, including the Ottoman nişān-i īftiḫār and 
the star and sash of the Russian Order of St. Anna.346 A domed building in the 
background, which may represent the Hagia Sophia, indicates a connection to the 
 
343 BOA HAT 1121 44925 C, cited and translated by Mahir Aydın, “The Istanbul Visit of the Serbian 
Knez Miloš Obrenović,” in International Balkan Annual Conference 6, Metin Ünver (ed.) (Istanbul: 
Istanbul University, 2018).  
344 For the portrait-inauguration ceremony associated with this location, see chapter 3.  
345 The Konak of Princess Ljubica in Belgrade (built between 1829 and 1831) is part of an exhibition 
of architecture by the Belgrade City Museum. Inside it holds a large number of family portraits and 
furniture in Ottoman Balkan styles. This portrait of the prince is displayed first in a group, including, 
left to right, Stevan Todorović’s Princess Ljubica with her son Milan (1882) and Jovan Popović’s 
Prince Mihailo Obrenović, (1841). Danijela Vanušić, Angelina Stojanović, and Pavao Poša, The 
Residence of Princess Ljubica: The Interiors of 19th Century Homes in Belgrade (Belgrade: Belgrade 
City Museum, 2012), 53. 
346 The use of a red jacket sometimes carried revolutionary overtones. For example, the Phanariot 
prince Ioan Caradja (1812–1818) banned the wearing of red by his courtiers and members of his 
family, who were only permitted to wear white. Sabina Cismas, Invocations of Europe: Music Theatre 




centralized power of Istanbul, where he visited and received his Ottoman honors.347 Even 
his headgear, the tall red Mahmudian fez seems to signal a direct mirroring of the 
miniature sultan. In commissioning a portrait to commemorate this event, Miloš captured 
a presentation of himself as an honored guest of the city who has just received a mark of 
personal friendship and loyalty suspended conspicuously over his heart.  
The fez – as much as the skyline – is a marker of modern Istanbulite identity. In 
1829, Mahmud II mandated the replacement of the turban with the red felt headgear in 
sartorial law. As a provincial notable, Miloš had more slack when it came to official 
dress, and images of him wearing the old-style fur-lined kaftan and turban, based on a 
portrait by the Serbian painter and muralist Pavel Đurković in 1824 (Figure 4.11), were 
reproduced in graphic form throughout the century, even as “updated” portraits continued 
to be painted.348 As a member of the new urban elite that emerged in Belgrade after 1815 
and adopted elements of Istanbulite fashion, Miloš wore a colorful çalma (cialma) shawl 
wound into a turban, a reflection of a popular style in the Ottoman capital in the early 
 
347 The Hagia Sophia was originally constructed as a Byzantine Christian building (which may have 
been constructed over a more ancient sacred site) in 500. After subsequent rebuildings, in 1453 it was 
converted into a mosque and in 1935 it was converted into a museum. In 2020 it was reconverted back 
into a functioning mosque.  
348 For Serbian artists in Miloš’ collection see the exhibition catalogue by Nada Andric, Radmila 
Antic, Rajko Veselinovic, and Divna Duric, Beograd u XIX Veku (Zagreb, 1968), 28. Cited by Lilien 
Filipovitch Robinson, “Belgrade: Transformations and Confluences,” Serbian Studies: Journal of the 
North American Society for Serbian Studies 24, no. 1–2 (2010): 3–25. Ottoman sartorial laws passed 
in Serbia technically continued to ban luxury clothes for non-Muslims until 1826. See Donald 
Quataret, “Clothing Laws, State, and Society.” See also Katarina Mirtović, “Luxury Dress: Costume 
and the Politics of Representation in 19th-Century Serbia” in ЗМЕЂУ : култура одевања између 
Истока и Запада / In Between: Culture of Dress between the East and the West, ICOM’s Costume 
Committee Proceedings of the 64th Annual Conference September 25–30, 2011 (Belgrade: 




decades of the nineteenth century, signaling his identity as a wealthy, cultured leader.349 
A decade later, after he had finally undergone the journey to the imperial capital, he 
signaled his emergence as a modern Istanbulite by being depicted in the latest urban 
fashion – the jacket and fez combination we see in the 1835 portrait.  
In this way, Obrenović’s image experienced a reworking that simultaneously tied 
him more closely to the source of his power in the person of the Ottoman suzerain while 
linking him to contemporary trends in post-Napoleonic military portraiture present across 
many European courts (including, but not limited to St. Petersburg). Just like the 
Romanian princes, though, this portrait does not just show us a subordinate that has been 
totally Ottomanized. His military jacket is not the Russian or Ottoman close-fitting navy 
dolman, but a bright red, gold embroidered dolama srpska, a locally-developed variation 
on the hussar’s uniform.350 Likewise, his sash and star of the Order of St. Anna are just as 
visible as his Ottoman Orders, a visual and symbolic reminder to viewers that he had 
friends in high places.  
Just as Prince Miloš modeled his fashion choices on what he witnessed during his 
visits to Istanbul, his adoption of the practice of portraiture display and exchange at his 
courts in Kragujevac and Belgrade was likely modeled on outside urban examples. The 
 
349 Vintilă-Ghițulescu identifies this headgear in Durković’s portraits of the young boyars Constantine 
Cantacuzino and Iancu Manu in the 1820s. See Vintilă-Ghițulescu, “Shawls and Sable Furs: How to 
be a Boyar under the Phanariot Regimes (1710–1821),” in Jahrbuch für Europäische Geschichte/ 
European History Yearbook 20 (Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter, 2019): 137–158. 
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110635942-008 
350 Many examples of dolman have been preserved and kept in the collection of the Historical 
Museum of Serbia. Mirjana M. Menković. In Between: Culture of Dress between the East and the 
West/ Мирјана М. Менковић ИЗМЕЂУ : култура одевања између Истока и Запада (Belgrade: 




Prince’s Office,351 located in the central part of the first floor of his konak, or official 
residence, served as a command center from where he directed military, diplomatic, and 
cultural initiatives throughout his first reign. According to the Serbian travel writer 
Joakim Vujić, Miloš’ office was decorated in the “European” style, with tables, a globe, 
maps of European countries, copper engravings, and paintings.352 The Prince’s own 
image hung on the wall, flanked by portraits of Ottoman Sultan Mahmud II, Napoleon 
Bonaparte, Russian czars and dignitaries, as well as a flag of Serbia from the time of the 
First Serbian Uprising.353 The side-by-side display of their respective portraits invited 
comparison between the power and leadership of Prince Miloš and his contemporaries. 
The group display, typical among other buildings representing power across the Eurasian 
 
351 The Prince’s Office was renamed the Prince’s Cabinet in 1835, and then again renamed to Court 
Office in 1837. Miloš Jagodić, “Library of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Principality of Serbia 
in 1846,” ISTRAŽIVANJA 26, (2015): 106–107.  
352 Nada Ranosović, “Nameštaj u konaku kneginje Ljubice” Godišnjak Grada Beograda 7 (1960): 
171–74; Branislav Kojić, Stara gradska i seoska arhitektura, 56, 62–63. Cited by Jelena Bogdanović 
“On the Architecture of the Konaks in Serbia (1804–1830s) Serbian Studies: Journal of the North 
American Society for Serbian Studies 21, no. 2 (2007): 176. In addition to Miloš’s office-residences in 
Kragujevac and Belgrade, the residences of his brothers, Jovan and Jevrem, were also decorated with 
portraiture. See Л. Цветић, »Традиција и транзиција културна контраверза. Студија случаја: 
портрети кнеза Милоша Обреновића.» Kултура. Часопис за теорију и социјологију културе и 
културну политику, 140 (2013), 401–418. https://doi.org/10.5937/kultura1340401C, cited by 
Magdalena Bogusławska, “From Icon to Punk Portrait: The Iconicity of the Ruler Image in the 
Context of the Transformation of the Idea of the Serbian State,” Slavia Meridionalis 19 (2019). 
https://doi.org/10.11649/sm.1893 
353 Lj. Durković-Jakšić, Istorija srpskih biblioteka 1801–1850 (Beograd: Zavod za izdavanje 
udžbenika SR Srbije, 1963) [Љ. Дурковић-Јакшић, Историја српских библиотека 1801–1850 
(Београд: Завод за издавање уџбеника СР Србије, 1963)]: 132; Bogdan Popović, Istorija 
Ministarstva inostranih dela Srbije (Beograd: Službeni glasnik: Diplomatska akademija MSP SCG, 
2005) [Б. Љ. Поповић, Историја Министарства иностраних дела Србије (Београд: Службени 
гласник: Дипломатска академија МСП СЦГ, 2005)]: 46; Rados Ljušić, Kneževina Srbija (1830-
1839) (Beograd: SANU, 1986) [Љушић, Р. Кнежевина Србија (1830-1839) (Београд: САНУ, 
1986)]: 207. Cited by Jagodić, “Library of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 26, 107. See also Цветић, 




and American contexts, had the additional effect of demonstrating the Prince’s 
willingness to participate in and uphold the existing diplomatic system.354 As part of his 
diplomatic image, Prince Miloš had the 1835 portrait copied into print and sent to rulers 
of foreign nations with whom he wanted to cultivate good relations, including Metternich 
(Figures 4.12 and 4.13) The portrait’s circulation in print demonstrates its political 
function of fostering the image of diplomatic good will in inter-imperial contexts. 
Likewise, it demonstrates the ability of Prince Miloš to appropriate established visual 
forms as a means of glorifying his own (as yet unstable and highly controversial) rule.  
The Serbian Revolution, Russian Aid, and Napoleon 
Unlike his Romanian counterparts, Miloš did not undergo a period of Russian 
occupation and was not directly involved in Kiselev’s network. However, his rise to 
power was in part aided by Russian interference. The first major revolutionary activity in 
the Ottoman Balkan territories occurred in Serbia, one of the so-called Balkan “buffer” 
states sandwiched between the rival Ottoman and Russian Empires. The population was 
comprised primarily of Christian Orthodox Serbs among whom shared religious, 
linguistic, and cultural traditions fostered the rise of an early form of national identity.355 
During the first phase of the Serbian Revolution in 1804, famously lead by Đorđe 
Petrović (popularly known as Karađorđe, or Black George) Serbian rebels were aided 
 
354 Though the Serbian Ministry of Foreign Affairs was not officially established until 1839 (under 
provisions of the Constitution of 1838), the Prince’s Office maintained separate departments for 
foreign and internal affairs since 1833. Jagodić, ibid., 106.  
355 Vladimir Ćorović, “Die Enstehung der unabhängigen Balkanstaaten,” Revue international des 




militarily by the Russians, who claimed a protectorate over all Orthodox Christians living 
within the Ottoman Empire.  
The rebellion was initially successful, but when Napoleon moved to invade 
Russia in 1812, Czar Alexander pulled out of Serbia to consolidate his troops, and the 
revolution ground to a halt. Russian support was formally withdrawn with the Treaty of 
Bucharest (28 May 1812), and Serbia returned to roughly the same state as it had been 
prior to 1804.356 At the conclusion of the First Serbian Uprising, Ottoman forces chose 
the former peasant-rebel Miloš Obrenović, who had served under Karađorđe, to be placed 
in the position of Veliki Knez (Supreme Prince). With Ottoman troops in firm control of 
Belgrade, however, Prince Miloš was quick to acknowledge the supremacy of the sultan 
and was able to maintain favor with both the Ottoman central administration in Istanbul 
and with the local administrators of the paşalık of Belgrade (Smederevo sandjak).357 In 
doing so, Prince Miloš adopted the contemporary diplomatic methods in use among the 
Ottoman elites, preferring for the time being a slower path to independence rather than 
 
356 Lilien Filipovitch-Robinson, “Paja Jovanović and the Imagining of War and Peace,” Journal of the 
North American Society for Serbian Studies 22, no. 1 (2008): 35–53.  
357 At the time, Marashlı Ali Pasha served as the Ottoman representative in Belgrade (1817–1821). 
According to a nineteenth-century British account, Prince Miloš engaged in a display of humility by 
throwing himself at Marashlı Ali Pasha’s feet, after which he was “appointed the vezir’s agent and 
substitute among the Serbs.” James Henry Skene, The frontier lands of the Christian and the Turk, 
Comprising Travels in The Regions of the Lower Danube, in 1850 and 1851 by a British Resident of 
Twenty Years in the East vol. 2 (London: Richard Bentley, 1853). Later, Kourshid Pasha was 
appointed to the position. Hrebelianovich Lazarovich, Servian People: Their Past Glory and Their 
Destiny, vol 2 (New York: C. Scribner’s sons, 1910). See also Tijana Borić, “Konak in Gornja 
Crnuca: The Court of Prince Miloš Obrenovic,” Facta Universitatis Visual Arts and Music 4, no. 1 
(2018): 26. Miloš’ diplomatic form of address is also recorded in the language of his letters, including 
the letter to the Vidin Guard cited above, to whom the prince writes as “benefactor and neighbor.” 




the quicker, but riskier alternative of violent rebellion.358  
A few months later, attempts at a peaceful resolution were again upended as 
Ottoman authorities began arresting and executing former rebels.359 Setting his 
diplomatic methods aside, Prince Miloš called his followers to arms on Palm Sunday of 
April 1815, outside of the church in the Serbian village of Takovo.360 This gathering 
touched off the events of the Second Serbian Uprising (1815–1817), and in doing so 
remained an ideological rallying-point for Serbian independence – and later, nationalist – 
movements. The timing of the second phase of the Serbian Revolution coincided with 
Napoleon’s defeat at Waterloo on 18 June 1815, and the sultan, fearing that the czar 
would once again send military aid to the Serbs, was put under pressure to enter into 
negotiations for Serbia’s semi-independence as a vassal state with Miloš as its primary 
representative. In this way, Miloš secured his position of power by being on the right side 
of clashing imperial forces.361 
Miloš’s political prowess in maintaining diplomatic relationships with both 
 
358 William Miller, The Balkans: Roumania, Bulgaria, Servia and Montenegro (New York: G.P. 
Putnam’s Sons, 1907).  
359 Fred Singleton, A Short History of the Yugoslav Peoples, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1989 [1985]): 82–83.  
360 It was retrospectively romanticized on canvas by one of Serbia’s most famous painters, Paja 
Jovanović, who created two oil paintings of Prince Miloš calling his men to arms under a tree near the 
church (1894–1898). The paintings are housed today at a museum in Gornji Milanovac and at the 
National Museum of Serbia, respectively.  
361 The Hatt-ı şerīf (imperial edict) issued on 28 August 1830 gave Serbia independent control of its 
internal affairs and placing Prince Miloš in charge of the administration, legal courts, and security of 
Serbia. In 1833, another Hatt-ı şerīf was issued that specified Serbia’s autonomy, passed new 
restrictions on Ottoman military presence, and added some eastern Serbian lands which had been left 




imperial powers, even when relationships between the czar and sultan were tense, finds 
literal expression in his sartorial display. The image of Prince Miloš wearing both 
Ottoman and Russian signifiers presents him as an active agent who has gained legitimate 
power through investiture from both neighboring imperial powers. This image continued 
to live on as a “type” in painted and printed copies throughout Miloš first and second 
reigns, the sheer longevity of which demonstrates that the image successfully achieved 
Miloš’ goals for presenting his particular princely identity.  
Prince Miloš: Going Fezless 
In 1843, the Austrian artist Eduard von Engerth painted a portrait of Prince Miloš 
seated, in half-length, wearing a Hussar’s pelisse over his dolama (Figure 4.14). 362 The 
miniature portrait-order of the sultan remains in a privileged position as the only medal 
around his neck, with his other orders pinned to the pelisse. However, the prominent 
Ottoman fez is missing, leaving the Prince’s head bare and foregoing the most 
recognizable sartorial marker of centralized military-bureaucratic Ottoman identity. By 
this point in the century, it was becoming more popular for men to appear out-of-doors 
with uncovered heads. However, this was decidedly not the case within the Ottoman 
administration, where the fez represented a bureaucratic identity associated with Istanbul. 
In contrast to Schoefft’s 1835 portrait of Miloš, in which the seemingly oversized fez 
dominates the composition, the absence of headgear in Engerth’s portrait may hint at 
 
362 For a copy in the Versailles Collection, see Gordana Krstić-Faj, «Обреновићи у јавним збиркама 
Француске [Obrenović in the Public Collections of France],» in ОБРЕНОВИЋИУ МУЗЕЈСКИМ И 
ДРУГИМ ЗБИРКАМА СРБИЈЕ И ЕВРОПЕ III [Obrenovići in Museums and Other Collections of 




Miloš’ defiance towards, or lessening dependence on the central authority of Istanbul.  
The portrait must have been successful in portraying Prince Miloš as he wanted to 
be seen, since it was copied many times over in various media. Mortiz Daffinger copied 
the portrait in watercolor and gouache as part of an album of 248 portraits of “guests” 
commissioned by Princess Mélanie née Zichy-Ferraris to commemorate her 1831 
wedding to Chancellor Klemens von Metternich of Austria (Figure 4.15). These guests 
included important statesmen and leaders, many of whom shared in creating or were 
deeply impacted by the conservative political framework established by Metternich in the 
Congress of Vienna (1814–1815).363 Daffinger later sold the design on to printing houses, 
including the Paris-based Lemercier and the Vienna-based Rauh, who produced Miloš’ 
new, fezless princely image for an international commercial audience (Figures 4.16 and 
4.17). The image maintained an official life as well and even went on to appear on 
medallions distributed by a newly-reappointed Prince Miloš to commemorate the St. 
Andrews Day Assembly in 1858 (Figure 4.18).364 In this way, a Prince who had been 
wearing the sultan’s portrait as a way of legitimizing his own position now distributed 
wearable medallions of his own image (with the ghost of the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn included) 
to bolster his own public image. 
 
363 “Conservative” in this context refers to maintaining the territorial integrity of absolutist states 
including the Ottoman Empire. This also included the restoration of Louis XVIII and the suppression 
of uprisings in Spain, Portugal, and the Italian states. In this vein, it was in Metternich’s opinion that 
Vienna was the ideal place for young Ottomans to receive a technical and military education, as they 
would be sheltered from “improper ideas,” meaning the revolutionary ideals set up by the Greek and 
Serbian movements. See Miroslav Šedivy, “The Diplomatic Background,” 154.  
364 The St. Andrew’s Day Assembly was a Serbian parliament that recalled Prince Miloš to the throne 
for his second reign, following that of Alexander Karađorđević (r. 1842–1858), son of Karađorđe and 




The fezless portrait type of Prince Miloš appeared around the same time that other 
Balkan princes, including Alexandru of Wallachia and Mihail of Moldavia, were 
choosing to forego headgear in their official portraits as well, as we have seen above. 
Despite going fezless, Prince Miloš retains the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn, a direct declaration of 
personal – though not necessarily exclusive – loyalty to Sultan Mahmud II. The careful 
reworking, and retaining of certain parts of his own image makes sense considering the 
recent political events and their varied impacts on the courts at Belgrade, Bucharest, Iași, 
Istanbul, Vienna, St. Petersburg, and Paris. Despite drastic shifts in costume in the 1830s, 
those essential markers of loyalty and friendship connecting the Balkan Princes to the 
neighboring Russian and Ottoman sovereign powers persisted in visual form. In this way, 
the military orders and decorations marking the Balkan princes’ relationships with the 
sultan and the czar remained a significant point of stability in the ever-shifting political 
climate of the Balkan courts in the mid-nineteenth century.  
Conclusion 
To return to questions asked at the beginning of this chapter, we can understand 
why Prince Miloš – an insurgent leader and personification of the earliest phases of the 
Serbian nationalist movement – would be pictured wearing the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı of 
the Ottoman Sultan. Even though he was no longer officially under the Sultan’s 
sovereignty, Miloš wanted to retain the friendly diplomatic ties that he had cultivated 
with the Ottomans. His motivation for maintaining such a friendship, however, was not 
isolated to the relationship between Belgrade and Istanbul, but placed within a complex 




were in a stronger military and economic position in the mid nineteenth century, namely, 
Russia and Austria. His contemporaries in the Romanian Principalities, Princes 
Alexandru and Mihail, while navigating a political milieu that was decidedly more 
Russian-dominated and physically distanced from Austrian influence, used some of the 
same visual strategies to shore up their own volatile power bases. In all three cases, these 
local rulers decided to commission images of themselves featuring a symbol of the 
sultan’s support – the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı –  alongside other potent imperial symbols. 
This group of princely portraiture is rightfully conceptualized within the larger 
legacy and traditions of Ottoman imperial art as being an extension of the image of 
sultanic legitimacy propagated at the Ottoman court in Istanbul. By harnessing the 
propagandistic power generated by Mahmud II’s portraiture campaign, local princes in 
the Balkan principalities were able to promote their own political agendas and personal 
careers. In this way, this chapter shows that, at least in these particular instances, 
Mahmud II’s campaign was successful in distributing his message, which was received 
and responded to in a favorable manner by local princes in the Ottoman-Balkans. At the 
same time, as I have shown, such portraits have obvious ties to the world beyond the 
sultan’s power, far beyond Istanbul and even the borders of the Empire.  
The political and diplomatic conditions of the Ottoman Balkan and Danubian 
provinces in the early- to mid-nineteenth century, in combination with social and cultural 
factors such as the popularization of portraiture and military uniforms among the 
bourgeois and boyar classes, created the conditions in which these referential portraits 




terms of center-periphery and multi-centered relations, wherein Belgrade, Bucharest, and 
Iași are in conversation with those in Istanbul, St. Petersburg, and Vienna. The 
underlying connections between nationalisms and loyalties in a changing political climate 
are visualized in these images of modern military rulership, popularized during this age 
of revolutions. Therefore, as stated above, I have argued that these portraits functioned by 
legitimizing the rule of provincial power holders while shaping new conceptions about 
what it meant to be a modern leader.   
This chapter demonstrated that the dynamic conditions of the socio-political 
milieu of the Ottoman Balkans played a key role in the formation of a new type of 
princely identity, one that grappled simultaneously with ideals of loyalty, revolution, and 
modernization, and that was presented visually through portraiture. At the same time, 
these visual representations retained references to local, ethnic, and religious identities, 
elements of which would later come to symbolize whole communities as Balkan affairs 
became the subject of international interest in the period leading up to the Crimean War. 
By situating the princely portraits in dialogue with the multifaceted identities of their 
respective sitters on one hand, and the sultan’s centralizing campaign on the other, we 
can begin to locate the Ottoman Balkans within the wider landscape of nineteenth-
century political portraiture.  
The primary propagandistic portrait campaign initiated by Sultan Mahmud II in 
Istanbul was in a way, intentionally or not, echoed and amplified by the independent 
campaigns of the semi-autonomous rulers of the Ottoman-Balkans. Even after the reign 




continued to be reproduced as part of the images of local rulers up to and beyond the total 
independence of Romania and Serbia. In this way, their fraught and interconnected 
histories had a lasting impact on the shaping of ruler imagery in the history of portraiture 






Sultan Mahmud II died of tuberculosis in 1839, just as the new image-making 
technology of photography was introduced to the world. His sons and successors, 
Abdülmecid (r. 1839–1861) and Abdülaziz (r. 1861–1876), respectively, continued their 
father’s legacy of imperial portraiture, commissioning works in some of the same forms, 
materials, and styles. In some cases, these works were done by the same or related artists, 
including members of the Ottoman-Armenian Manas family, who were active at the 
courts of both Mahmud II and his sons.365 The younger generation did not, however, 
continue to hold the same elaborate spectacles that had come to be associated with the 
portrait bestowal and inauguration ceremonies under their father’s rule.  
The taṣvīr-i hümāyūn continued to appear on small-scale medallion-format 
miniatures, most often painted in watercolor and gouache on ivory, throughout the 
nineteenth and into the twentieth century. Several examples from the reigns of 
Abdülmecid and Abdulaziz exist in the Topkapı Palace. Many more examples exist 
through their depiction as embedded objects worn by the subjects of large-scale paintings 
and photographs.366 By the middle of the century, however, the function of the miniature 
portrait as a military decoration worn on the body – that is, as the taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı 
– slowly waned as more standardized orders, especially the Order of the Mecidiye, took 
its place. At the same time, the popularization of the photograph, which could be used to 
 
365 Kangal (ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, 454. 
366 TSM 17/216; 17/218; 17/220; 17/221; 17/222. Bagci, Ottoman Painting, 296. Kangal (ed.), The 




create a fine image in carte-de-visit scale, took on the function of a portrait-object that 
could be exchanged to commemorate friendships, loyalties, and diplomatic events.367  
Around the middle of the century, photography began to eclipse the established 
role of monumental oil painting as well. Early in his reign, the young Abdülmecid 
commissioned portraits of himself as a heroic military leader in the style of his father. He 
also experimented with more informal poses, as in the famous portrait of the sultan seated 
in a western-style armchair, painted by the British artist Sir David Wilkie in 1840. In 
1863, the Ottoman-Armenian company Abdullah Frères took the first official 
photographic portrait of an Ottoman Sultan with the production of their portrait of 
Abdülaziz.368 This new medium borrowed poses, compositions, and props popularized in 
monumental oil painting, but brought with it new ideas about science, technology, and 
the relationship between truth and verisimilitude. For a time, these two modes of 
representation – monumental painting and photography – coexisted at the Ottoman court 
as well as at foreign courts, where leaders such as Queen Victoria, Napoleon III, and 
Nicolas I were likewise negotiating new image-making strategies. 
When Abdülaziz became the first Ottoman sultan to visit European capitals in 
1867, on the occasion of the Paris exhibition, the trip was commemorated in photographs. 
The image of the sultan was displayed at the Ottoman pavilion, where it hung among 
portraits of Ottoman and French leaders and statesmen. Because of its ability to show the 
sultan as a modern leader, equal in power to and willing to engage diplomatically with 
 
367 Kangal (ed), The Sultan’s Portrait, 459.  




foreign leaders, photographic portraiture became a new way of supporting the ideals of 
the Ottoman state. Photographs of Abdülaziz were reproduced and distributed as prints 
through both official diplomatic and nonofficial commercial channels. The sultan’s 
embracing of photography signaled a new turn in the use of imported tools and 
technology for the production of the Ottoman ideal image.  
In the early part of the nineteenth century, the image of the sultan was reoriented 
so that it would be legible to a wide audience within varied cross-cultural and diplomatic 
spheres. In this dissertation, I have shown how this was achieved through acts of 
dissemination and ceremonial display within Mahmud II’s portraiture campaign. While 
the campaign itself lasted only for about a decade, the success of the sultan’s efforts, and 
the centuries of Ottoman portraiture that came before and informed the campaign, lived 
on in later printed and photographic images. The campaign’s incorporation of established 
visual tropes alongside its adaptation of new, foreign technologies demonstrated the 
genre of Ottoman sultan’s portraiture as a viable propagandistic tool in the post-
Napoleonic world. Simultaneously, it primed the Ottoman imperial court – alongside its 
contemporaries in the Eurasian and American spheres – for the eventual successful 
employment of photography in the same vein. Through photography, the sultan’s portrait 
would continue to play an important role in the rhetoric of diplomacy and the dynamic 















Figure 1.1: anonymous, Portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1840–1850, gouache on paper in 
album, Mevlana Museum, Konya. KMM M. 114, fol. 88b, 27b. After Ottoman Painting, 

























Figure 1.2: anonymous, Portraits of Mahmud II, ca. 1840–1850, gouache, watercolor, 
and gold on paper in album, 36 x 25 cm, sold as part of lot, “94. An important collection 
of twenty-seven watercolour portraits of the Ottoman Sultans, Turkey, mid-19th century,” 
Sotheby’s Arts of the Islamic World, 9 April 2014, London. 
http://www.sothebys.com/en/auctions/ecatalogue/2014/arts-islamic-world-






Figure 1.3: painted by Kostantin Kapıdağlı, engraved by Luigi Schiavonetti, Portrait of 
Selim III, 1208 /1793, stipple engraving printed in black, brown, red and blue on paper, 
40.6 x 24.9 cm, inscribed, “Dessiné par Constantin Capou-Daghlé sujet ottoman L’année 
1208 [i.e. 1793] gravé par L. Schiavonetti a Londres,” TSMK A. 3689 © Image courtesy 






Figure 1.4: Kostantin Kapıdağlı, Portrait of Selim III, 1218 /1803, oil on board, Hall of 






Figure 1.5: engraved by Gregorius, printed by Louis Charles Ruotte the Elder, published 
by Potrelle, Portrait of Selim III, 1807, etching and engraving on paper, 44.0 x 34.3 cm, 
inscribed, “Sultan Selim III. Empereur des Ottomans. Dessiné et Gravé d'après le 
Tableau Rapporté de Constantinople en 1807, à H. M. Impériale Royale par M.P.A. 
Lambert, Conseiller d'Etat. Déposé à la Bibliothèque Impériale. Se vend à Paris chez 






Figure 1.6: published by Bouquet, Portrait of Selim III, early nineteenth century, etching 
and engraving on paper, 45.0 x 34.0 cm, inscribed, “Sultan Selim III Empereur des 
Ottomans Né à Constantinople le [2]4 Decémbre 1761. Gravé d’après le Tableau 
Original envoyé a l’Empereur NAPOLÉON. A Paris chez Bouquet rue de la Harpe No 
80. Déposé à la Bibliothèque Impériale,” ÖNB PORT_00034349_01, 





Figure 1.7: original painting attributed to Kostantin Kapıdağlı, printed by John Young, 
Portrait of Mahmud II, 1815, hand-colored mezzotint on paper in album, 38 x 26 cm, 
inscribed, “Sultan Mahmoud Khan IInd [sic]. Trentième Empereur Othoman,” After 
Young, A Series of Portraits of the Emperors of Turkey, plate 31, Yale Center for British 





Figure 1.8: anonymous after John Young after Kostantin Kapıdağlı (attributed), Portrait 
of Mahmud II, early nineteenth century, watercolor on paper in scroll format, 785 x 18.8 













Figure 1.9: anonymous, Portrait of Mahmud II, early nineteenth century, gouache on 
paper in album, 35.7 x 26.5 cm, Suna and İnan Kıraç Collection, Istanbul, after The 







Figure 1.10: original sketch by Achille Deveria, lithographed by H. Humphreys, 
published by J. Dickenson, Portrait of Mahmud II, 1829, lithograph on paper, inscribed, 
“Mahmoud II. Emperor of the Turks. Drawn on Stone by H. Humphreys from an Original 
Sketch by Deveria. J. Dickenson. NO. 114 New Bond Street,” TSM 17/440, after The 






Figure 1.11: engraved by Blasius Höfel, published by Artaria und Compagnie, Austria, 







Figure 1.12: printed by Meno Haas, published by Bibliographisches Institut, Portrait of 
Mahmud II, 1829, intaglio on paper, 16.9 x 10.9 cm, inscribed, “Mahmud II Gross-Sultan 
Kaiser der Ottomannen,” after Zeifgenossen [Contemporaries] no. 6 (Berlin), 















Figure 1.14: original by Hubert Clerget, engraved by Jean Alexandre Allais, Portrait of 
Mahmud II, 1828, steel engraving on paper, 24.0 x 15.0 cm, inscribed, “Gravé par J. A. 
Allaid sur Acier. 1828. Mahmoud. Clerget. Danlos, Editeur, Quai Malaquais. 1, Paris,” 






Figure 1.15: print made by Theodoor Soeterik, printed by Johannes Paulus Houtman, 
Utrecht, Portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1828–1829, lithograph on chine collé, 26.3 x 18.8 
cm, inscribed, “Sultan Mahmoud II. Soeterik lith, Steend Houtman,” Rijksmuseum, 





Figure 1.16: anonymous, Portrait of Mahmud II, opaque watercolor and gold on album 
folio, 27.46 x 16.51 cm, The Edwin Binney, 3rd, Collection of Turkish Art at the Los 












Figure 1.17: anonymous, Portraits of Mahmud II, watercolor on paper in album, 17.6 x 
13.1 cm, sold as part of lot 187, “Travel, Atlases, Maps and Natural History,” Sotheby’s, 
https://www.sothebys.com/en/buy/auction/2020/travel-atlases-maps-and-natural-
history/album-of-20-turkish-costume-watercolours-19th  
























Figure 1.18: anonymous, Portraits of Mahmud II, watercolor on album folio, 18.0 x 12.5 
cm, sold as part of lot 281, “Travel, Atlases, Maps and Natural History Including the 
Library of Colin and Joan Deacon,” Sotheby’s, 15 May 2018, London, 
https://www.sothebys.com/en/auctions/ecatalogue/2018/travel-atlases-maps-











Figure 1.19: printed by Eugene Fulgenzi and published by Raphael Fulgenzi, Smyrna 
[İzmir], Equestrian Portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1836–1838, hand-colored lithograph on 
paper in Harvard Fulgenzi Album, after Collaço (ed.) Prints and Impressions, plate 1,  
https://perspectivia.net/publikationen/memoria/collaco_smyrna, Courtesy Special 







Figure 1.20: lithograph by M. Gauci(?), printed by Engelmann Condut & Co., published 
by Saunders & Otley, Equestrian Portrati of Mahmud II, 1829, lithograph on paper in 
MacFarlane, Constantinople, plate 1, inscribed “Sultan Mahmood. On his way to the 






Figure 1.21: lithograph by Antoine Maurin, printed by Pierre Langlumé, Equestrian 
Portrait of Mahmud II, 1829, lithograph on paper, 35.5 x 24 cm, inscribed, “Mahmoud II 




















Figure 1.22: anonymous, published by Artaria & Co., Vienna, Equestrian Portrait of 
Mahmud II, ca. 1830, print on paper, 23.1 x 13.9 cm, inscribed, “Sultan Mahmoud im 
neuen militairischen Costume bey einer Truppen Musterung. Nach einer 
Originalzeichnung aus Constantinopel Wien bey Artaria & Co Eigenthum der Verlager,” 





Figure 1.23: printed by Eugene Fulgenzi and published by Raphael Fulgenzi, Smyrna 
[İzmir], Portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1836–1838, hand-colored lithograph on paper in 
Harvard Fulgenzi Album, after Collaço (ed.) Prints and Impressions, plate 14, 
https://perspectivia.net/publikationen/memoria/collaco_smyrna, Courtesy Special 







Figure 1.24: printed by Eugene Fulgenzi and published by Raphael Fulgenzi, Smyrna 
[İzmir], Portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1836–1838, hand-colored etching and engraving on 
paper in Fulgenzi Album, 21.7 x 16.3 cm, The British Museum. Museum number 






Figure 1.25: printed by Eugene Fulgenzi and published by Raphael Fulgenzi, Smyrna 
[İzmir], Portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1836–1838, hand-colored etching and engraving on 






Figure 1.26: Henri-Guillaume Schlesinger, Portrait of Mahmud II, 1839, Musée national 







Figure 1.27: anonymous after Schlesinger, Portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1839, private 







Figure 1.28: original painted by Schlesinger, engraved by Giroux, designed by L. 
Massard, Diagraphy and Pantography by Gavard, Portrait of Mahmud II, etching and 
engraving on paper, 30 x 21 cm (plate) 46 x 31 cm (sheet with margins), inscribed 
“Galrie Histque de Versailles,” Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, RP-P-1905-4854, copy in 







Figure 1.29: anonymous, Portrait of Mahmud II, watercolor sketch, TSM 17/46 





Figure 1.30: original painted by Manas, copied by Edward Morton, printed by J. Graf, 
Portrait of Mahmud II, lithograph on chine-colle, 42.9 x 30.6 cm, inscribed, “His 
Imperial Majesty the Reigning Sultan Mahmoud II,” The British Museum, Museum 
Number 1982, U.3007, Asset number 1613172074. 







Figure 1.31: lithographed by Adolf Schützercrantz, Portrait of Mahmud II, lithograph on 
paper in Adolf Schützercrantz, Reseminnen Från Orienten (Stockholm: W. Lundeqvist, 
1839), inscribed, “A Schützercrantz lith'' and "Tr. hos Bjöthstrom & Magnusson,'' sold as 
lot 115, “Travel, Atlases, Maps and Natural History,” Sotheby’s, 10 May 2007, London. 
https://www.sothebys.com/en/auctions/ecatalogue/lot.115.html/2007/natural-history-





Figure 1.32: printed by Anstalt v. Julius Kuhr, Portrait of Mahmud II, lithograph, 37.5 x 
30.5 cm, inscribed, “zîver efzāy-ı erīke-i sulṭanat-i 'oșmānī sulṭān maḥmūd ḫān ġāzī 
[Sultan Mahmud, warrior of the faith, who increases the ornament of the Throne of the 








Figure 1.33: lithographed by Johann Höfelich, Portrait of Mahmud II, lithograph 
heightened with gouache on paper, 61 x 48.2 cm, sold as lot 811, “Arts of Islam,” 
London, South Kensington, 5 October 2012. https://www.christies.com/lotfinder/Lot/a-
portrait-of-the-young-sultan-mahmud-5604741-details.aspx  






Figure 2.1: anonymous, taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı of Mahmud II, oil on ivory in floral 
frame set with diamonds on gold chain, 7.5 x 6.5 cm, TSM 2/1023, after Harvard Fine 
Arts Library, Digital Images & Slides Collection d2016.02165, image ID 11215417. 
http://id.lib.harvard.edu/via/8000980901/catalog  







Figure 2.2: Giovanni Marras, taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı of Mahmud II, oil on ivory, 6 cm 
diameter, inscribed, “Marras f[ecit] 1832], TSM 17/208, after Harvard Fine Arts Library, 
HVD - Images, image ID 13529576, HOLLIS number olvwork419583. 
http://id.lib.harvard.edu/via/olvwork419583/catalog  




Figure 2.3: anonymous, taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı of Mahmud II, mixed media on ivory in 
gold frame, 6 cm diameter, TSM 17/211, after Eldem, Pride and Privilege, 131. 






Figure 2.4: anonymous, taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı of Mahmud II, mixed media on ivory in 
frame, 6 x 4.7 cm, TSM 17/207, after Kürkman, Armenian Painters, 37. 
© Image courtesy of Topkapı Palace Museum. 
 
 
Figure 2.5: painted by Jean Petitot, setting by Pierre Le Tessier de Montarsy, Boîtes-à-
portrait of Louis XIV, enamel on gold, silver, diamonds, 7.2 x 4.2 x 0.8 cm, Musée du 






Figure 2.6: anonymous, taṣvīr-i hümāyūn nişānı of Mahmud II, mixed media in sculptural 







Figure 2.7: anonymous, Portrait of Kazaz Artin Amira Bezciyan, early nineteenth 
century, oil on canvas, 55.5 x 43.5 cm, collection of the Armenian Patriarchate, Istanbul, 











Figure 2.8: anonymous, Portrait of Ṣādıḳ Rıfʿat Bey (Pasha), ca. 1839, oil on canvas, 
86.2 x 75.2 cm, after Harvard Fine Arts Library, Digital Images & Slides Collection 



























Figure 2.10: box by Johann Gottlieb Scharff, miniature by Gavriil Kozlov, Snuff-box with 
portrait of Abdülhamid I, 1774 /1775, gold, silver, diamonds, glass, miniature and 
enamel, 6.6 x 4.6 x 2.6 cm, The State Hermitage Museum, St. Petersburg, Inventory 
Number Э-4492, https://hermitagemuseum.org/wps/portal/hermitage/digital-
collection/08.+Applied+Arts/119547/?lng=en  
Photograph © The State Hermitage Museum. Photo by Pavel Demidov. 
 
 
Figure 2.11: anonymous, Snuff-box with portrait of Selim III, enamel and diamonds, 9.5 x 












Figure 2.12: Pierre-Etienne Théremin, Snuff-box with portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1800 
(box) ca. 1831 (enamel), gold, enamel, and diamonds, 8.2 x 6.2 x 2.7 cm, Victoria and 




















Figure 2.13: anonymous, Snuff-box with portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1831, mixed media on 
ivory(?), burled wood, and tortoise shell, 9 x 3 cm, private collection, New York, photo 





























Figure 2.14: anonymous, spurious marks of goldsmiths John Ray & James Montague, 
Snuff-box with portrait of Mahmud II, ca. 1830, gold and enamel, 8.3 x 6.3 x 2.4 cm, 
Khalili Collection, Switzerland, Geneva, SW 688, after Haydn Williams, Enamels of the 






Figure 2.15: Sebuh Manas, Portrait of Abdülmecid, 1273 /1856–57, mixed media on 









Figure 3.1: François Dubois, Official Parade of the Asakir-i Mansure-i Muhammideye, 
nineteenth century, watercolor on paper, Dolmabahçe Sarayı, Mutualite Sociale Agricole, 
Paris Image env. No. 11/1482, after Yılmaz (ed), II. Mahmud. 
 















Figure 3.3: Paolo Verona, Equestrian Portrait of Mahmud II, TSM 17/122. 









Figure 3.4: anonymous, Portrait of Mahmud II, mid-nineteenth century, oil on canvas, 
190 x 135 cm, TSM Hall of Sultans’ Portraits. 









Figure 3.5: anonymous, Portrait of Mahmud II, mid-nineteenth century, oil on canvas, 
unknown dimensions, DZM AA518. By permission of the Naval Museum, Istanbul, 







Figure 3.6: Athanasios Karantz(ou)las, Portrait of Mahmud II, mid-nineteenth century, 
oil on canvas, 189 x 91 cm, Pera Museum, Suna and İnan Kıraç Foundation Collection, 











Figure 3.7: map of Istanbul showing processional routes, overlay on Lorentz and Keil, 













































Figure 3.9: highlighted portion showing shared material between internal document 
(BOA HAT 0647/31724) and newspaper publication (Takvīm-i Vekāyiʿ 134 16 






Figure 4.1: Mortiz Daffinger, Portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović, ca. 1848, oil on 
canvas, 144 x 100 cm, National Museum in Belgrade, Serbia, Inv. No. 31_907, currently 
on loan to the Serbian National Assembly, Image courtesy of Народни музеј [The 





Figure 4.2: Jacques-Louis David, The Emperor Napoleon in His Study at the Tuileries, 






Figure 4.3: attributed to Ion Negulici, Portrait of Prince Alexandru Dimitrie Ghica,             
ca. 1834–1842, oil on canvas, Muzeul Național de Istorie a României, Bucharest, 
http://galeriaportretelor.ro/item/alexandru-dimitrie-ghica-4/ image courtesy Muzeul 










Figure 4.4: C.D. Stahi after original by Josef August Schoefft, Portrait of Prince Mihail 











Figure 4.5: anonymous, Portrait of Prince Alexandru Dimitrie Ghica, lithograph, 45 x 
33.5 cm (print), 60 x 42 cm (paper), Collection of the Lucian Blaga Central University 









Figure 4.6: Constantin Lecca, Portrait of Prince Alexandru Dimitrie Ghica, 1837, 










Figure 4.7: engraved by Andrew Duncan, Portrait of Prince Alexandru Dimitrie Ghica, 
nineteenth century, engraving, MNIR inv. no. 1842, MNIR Photo Library. 
http://galeriaportretelor.ro/item/alexandru-dimitrie-ghica-5/ image courtesy Muzeul 









Figure 4.8: Constantin Lecca, Portrait of Prince Mihail Sturdza, after Alexandre A. C. 
Sturdza, “Règne de Michel Sturdza Prince Régnant de Moldavie 1834–1849 (Paris: 








Figure 4.9: Franz Krüger, Portrait of Pavel Kiselev, 1851, oil on canvas, 140 x 103 cm, 
The State Hermitage Museum, St. Petersburg, Inventory Number ЭРЖ-212 Photograph 






Figure 4.10: Joseph August Schoefft or copy, Portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović,         
ca. 1835, oil on canvas, City Museum of Belgrade, Princess Ljubica’s Residence, 










Figure 4.11: Pavel Durković, Portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović, 1824, oil on canvas, 








Figure 4.12: painted by Schoefft, lithographed by F. Herr., printed by J[os.] Trentsensky 
in Wien (von Rauh), Portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović, ÖNB PORT_00059211_01, 







Figure 4.13: Col(?) Brandt, Portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović, lithograph, 17 x 16 cm 









Figure 4.14: Eduard Engerth, Portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović, 1843, oil on canvas, 
79.5 x 63.5 cm, National Gallery of Slovenia 1099.  













Figure 4.15: Mortiz Daffinger, Portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović, ca. 1842, watercolor 
and gouache on paper, 18.70 x 15.20 cm, sold at auction as part of lot 17, “248 portraits 
des ‘invités’ du Chancelier Metternich et de son épouse la Princesse Mélanie,” Beaussant 











Figure 4.16: lithograph by E. Desmaisons, print by Lemercier, Portrait of Prince Miloš 
Obrenović, lithograph on paper, 24.3 x 18.2 cm, Prints, Drawings and Watercolors from 








Figure 4.17: painted by Moritz Daffinger, copied by Josef Kriehuber, printed by B.J. 
Rauh, Portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović, 1842, ÖNB PORT_00059206_01, additional 















Figure 4.18: Karl Radnitzky, Commemorative Medallion struck for St. Andrew’s 
Assembly, with portrait of Prince Miloš Obrenović, stamped SVETO/ANDREJSKA 
SKUPŠTINA/ 1858/ ZA PRIVRŽENOST, sold as ID 2536, “1858 Serbia Royal St. 
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